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imming baths, &c. Dues, Rents, Licences, &c.—The beach and the foreshore, like 











GG uctive 

| The above prone offers a legitimate and safe field of enterprise for the profitable 

employment of large capital, and for a public investment as a Freehold Land and Build- 

ing Company, offers unexceptional advantages to the experienced promulgator seldom met 
h. No letters answered, personal application only. 

THOMAS BEAR, Esq., Chalkwell Hall, Southend-on-Sea, Essex. 


AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 





LEGAL 


10, 





FREE, 
SIMPLE, 


SECURE. 





TOTAL ASSETS, £2,503,554. 


DIRECTORS, 


- Bacon, Zhe Right Hon. Sir James. Mathew, The Hon. Mr. Justice. 
Sr ee ee ee 
q ks, Wii » Esq. ingstoke). ellor e Right Hon. J. W., Q.C. 
Carlisle, William Thomas, Esq. Mills, Richard, Esq. 

| Deane, Sir James Parker, Q.C., D.C.L. Morrell, Frede. P. Esq. (Oxford). 
_ Pickinson, James, Esq., QiC. Pemberton, Henry , Esq. 
4 Edmund Hi » Pennington, Richard, " 
a , Bartle J. Laurie, Esq. Riddell, Sir W. Buchanan, Bart. 
Garth, The Hon. Sir Richard. clitfe, Edward Lee, Esq 
a , George Burrow, Esq. 

3 ‘ _ 

» The Hon, Mr, Justice. 

The |g the Lord Justice. 





o the Southend Local Board’s property, which it adjoins, can be made most pro- 





VOL. XXXVI., No. 23. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 
LONDON, APRIL 2, 1892. 





Contents. 
Currewt Torics Tue Smatt Horpies Brits ,..... 
AMENDMENT UNDER ORDER 14 
Tue Lecat Estate 
Reviews 
CoRRESPONDENCE 
Law Societies 





Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal. 
Gordon vy. Williamson 





Taylor v. Russell .. Howard’s Settled Estates, In re 
Munday v. Norton 
Palmer v. Caledonian Railway Co. ...... 
Stamford, §; ing, and Boston Bank- 

ing Co. v. Smi 355 


In the Weekly Reporter. 
American Tobacco Co. v. Guest 








CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Court or Appeat No. 2 have made good progress with 
the list of Chancery appeals during the last three weeks, and, 
unless some very important and lengthy appeal should stop 
the way, a very small number will remain when the courts 
rise for the Easter Vacation. . 





Wir THE greater number of the judges of the Queen’s 
Bench Division away on circuit, it is not probable that Mr. 
Justice A. L. Smrrx will be able to devote any more time to 
disposing of Mr. Justice Romer’s list of witness actions. It is 


—| believed that the latter learned judge will not resume his duties 


before Easter, so that the suitors in the forty or fifty actions 
remaining on his list must submit to wait until next sittings 
for a hearing. 





A rumour, which has a certain degree of foundation, asserts 
that the Lord Chancellor proposes that all orders in the Chan- 
cery Division shall in future be drawn up without mention of 
the evidence on which the orderis founded. The matter is one of 
great importance, and it is scarcely necessary to appeal’ to the 
experience of three centuries and a half, during which the present 
= has prevailed. When an order is drawn up it is not 

nown whether it will go to the Court of Appeal or to the House 
of Lords. These tribunals will require to know what evidence was 
used in the court below, and the absence of any statement of 
the evidence on the order appealed from must necessarily lead 
to arguments which, under the Pee wc practice, are precluded. 
That there should be some record of the evidence used on any 
given occasion seems obvious, and if that record is not on the 
order appealed from, and has to be picked out from a multitude 
of entries in the books of several departments of the court, 
endless trouble may arise. Besides this, any person having a 
duty imposed upon him by an order is entitled to have easy 
access to the evidence on which the order is grounded. Then 
the chancery taxing master relies on the evidence mentioned in 
the order when he is engaged in taxing costs, and the absence 
of such mention would give rise to discussions and arguments 
which the present practice avoids. What saving would arise 
from the adoption of the proposal it is difficult to understand ; 
but it appears certain that any saving, either of time or trouble, 
would not be commensurate with the delay and inconvenience it 
would cause. The work of marshalling the evidence, which is 
now performed by the registrars and by the chief clerks of the 
chancery judges, must still be carried on as heretofore, and the 
task of setting down in writing the result of that labour is a 
mere ene compared with the loss of time and other incon- 
veniences which would arise if the above change were to be 
carried out. 
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THe case or Wilks v. Wood, which we report elsewhere, 
is disappointing. It brought before the Court of Appeal what 
may be called a burning question of practice, and in the result 
has left that question exactly where it was before. The 

roblem how far, and in what cases, claims for interest may be 
included in specially-indorsed writs has received no elucidation. 
All that the case tells us is that if a plaintiff issues a writ for 
goods sold and delivered, and, in the absence of any contract on 
the defendant’s part to pay interest, includes in his special 
indorsement of the writ a claim for interest, either as a stated 
sum accrued, or as accruing interest at a proper rate, he cannot 
have any judgment under order 14. The court is powerless to 
give him justice under order 14, because ord. 3, r. 6, on which 
the procedure for summary judgment is based, says: ‘‘ Where 
the plaintiff seeks only to recover a debt or liquidated demand,” 
the writ may be specially indorsed. If, therefore, the plaintiff 
claims £100 for goods sold and delivered, and adds five shillings 
for interest, the court has no power under order 14 to give the 
plaintiff judgment for the £100, even though he is desirous of 
abandoning his claim to the five shillings interest. That item 
vitiates the special indorsement, therefore order 14 does not 
apply ; and if order 14 does not apply, then the £100 cannot be 
obtained by way of summary judgment. And as it was held in 
Gurney v. Small (to which case we refer very fully elsewhere) 
that the court has no power to amend a special indorsement 
by striking out-an objectionable item and afterwards to give 
judgment for the remainder of the claim, it follows that the error 
committed by the plaintiff in claiming the five shillings for interest 
to which he was not entitled, and which he does not want, has 
rendered it necessary that he should go to trial to establish his 
right to the £100 which the defendant does not deny that he 
owes to the plaintiff. ‘That is the law,” said the Master of the 
Rolls, “ and it simply sickens me to have to sit here and say 
so.” It may be that that remark will not appear in the ordinary 
reports of this case. We give publicity to it because it contains 
a germ of hope that the chop-logic system of justice which has 
been established by recent cases relating to procedure under 
order 14 will be brought to an end before long. The Master of 
the Rolls is a member of the Rule Committee, and as such has 
power to amend the law, the mere statement of which causes 
such a feeling of repulsion in his mind. That law is con- 
tained entirely in the rules, and, indeed, in a few words or 
phrases only which form part of the rules. The regeneration 
of order 14 lies entirely in the hands of the Rule Committee. 
If the Master of the Rolls feels so strongly about the matter, 
there can be no doubt that he will take prompt steps to intro- 
duce the necessary alterations. The requirements are very 
simple. Power to amend under order 14 is urgently required, 
and such power could be conferred by a single rule. But 
while the mutter is being considered it would be well if the 
Rule Committee would take a wider view, and consider, further, 
whethor the right to specially indorse a writ should not be some- 
what enlarged. Where a plaintiff has a twofold right of action, 
partly for a liquidated claim and partly for an unliquidated 
claim, why should he not be able to include both in one action, 
and, by specially indorsing his writ as to the liquidated portion 
of his claim, obtain as to that portion of it the advantages of 
order 14? The point is, at any rate, worthy of consideration, 
for such a right would be a boon to suitors, and, so far as we 
can see, would not be any injury to persons sued, provided 
proper safeguards were established to protect them from in- 
creased costs. 





AN APPEAL was brought to the Court of Appeal on Tuesday 
last from an order made by Mr. Justice Kexewicn expressing 
an opinion as to the principle on which a claim against an 
estate should be dealt with by the chief clerk. The order 
had been made upon an application to the judge, under rule 69 
of order 55, which sonsiie that ‘‘any party may, before the 
proceedings before the chief clerk are concluded, take the 

inion of the judge upon any matter arising in the course of 

ings without any fresh summons for the purpose.” 
In the result no order was made on the appeal, but this was to 
be without prejudice to the right of the appellants to raise, 
upon summons to vary the chief clerk’s certificate, after it had 
been made, the question upon which the judge had given his 





opinion. The Lords Justices expressed in strong terms their 
opinion that, upon an application of this kind under rule 69; 
an order ought not to be drawn up, for this highly-inconvenient 
result would follow, that the order might be appealed from, and 
an a carried even to the House of Lords, and then, after 
the certificate had been made, the whole matter might be re- 
opened upon a summons to vary the chief clerk’s finding, and 

ere might be a second appeal to the House of Lords. This 
would be most inconvenient and oppressive. On such an appli- 
cation the opinion of the judge was given for the guidance of 
his chief clerk, and no formal order ought to be drawn up. 





In answer to a question propounded by the Chester and 
North Wales Law Society, the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have recently expressed an opinion (see ante, p. 310) that 
there is no impropriety in a solicitor mortgagee stipulating for, 
and inserting a clause in the mortgage enabling him to charge, 
profit costs for business connected with the mortgage transaction 
or arising in connection with the security; and, further, that 
they saw no ground for distinguishing the case of a solicitor 
trustee mortgagee. A learned correspondent, whose opinion is 
entitled to much respect, writes to suggest that the view 
expressed by the council should be acted on with caution. He 
points out that, while there is no reported case deciding that 
such a clause is valid, a strong opinion against its validity was 
expressed by Kay, J., in Field v. Hopkins (44 Ch. D., at p. 530). 
The mortgagee cannot, the learned judge said in effect, clog 
the right to redeem with any by-agreement ; he cannot contract 
to get anything from the estate beyond his principal, interest, 
and costs; and profit charges, which he is not entitled to be 
paid, stand on the same footing as commission, which the 
mortgagee clearly cannot charge. The cases of James v. Kerr 
(40 Ch. D. 449) and Mainland v. Upjohn (41 Ch. D. 126), as to 
collateral advantages stipulated for by a mortgagee, are deci- 
sions by the same judge tending in the same direction; and 
the doctrine that a mortgagee cannot contract for a collateral 
advantage has recently been laid down and re-asserted by 
successive courts in Marquis of Northampton v. Pollock (38 W. R. 
346, 39 W. R. 66, 45 Ch. D. 190; in the House of Lords, see 
ante, p. 88). It is to be observed, however, that in Ex parte 
Lickorish, Re Wallis (34 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 439) Lord Esuer 
is reported to have said that ‘the rule for many years had been 
that the rights inter se of mortgagor and mortgagee depended on 
the contract between them, and that, when there was no express con- 
tract, but only the ordinary contract arising out of the relation 
of mortgagor and mortgagee, the mortgagee could not charge 
the mortgagor, as = of his costs, with remuneration for his 
own services in relation to the mortgaged property or the 
security. Here the learned judge seems clearly to imply that a 
right to profit costs may be given by express contract. In 
commenting on this case, nearly two years ago, we expressed 
a strong hope that an opportunity would soon arise for obtaining 
the 2 sap mgr of the House of Lords on the matter, which is cer- 
tainly one of the greatest importance to the profession. There 
ought to be no delay now in obtaining a decision. 





Tue pecision of Mr. Justice Nortu in Re The Mercantile 
Bank of Australia (reported ante, p. 363) is a triumph for “ official- 
ism ”’ in relation to the winding up of companies. The company 
was an Australian banking company, incorporated in the colony 
of Victoria, but having a branch office in London. There were 
shareholders and assets in England, and a petition was presented 
by an English creditor for the winding up of the company 
(which stopped payment) by the High Court. The peti- 
tioner asked that the petition should stand over until it should 
be known what course the shareholders in Australia would 
resolve on mir and that, in the meantime, a provisional 
liquidator should be appointed. Both the petitioner and the 
company wished that the London manager of the company 
should be appointed. An order appointing him and another 

entleman joint provisional liquidators had already been made 
y Mr. Justice Norru on the motion of the petitioner, but this 
order could not be carried out, because the Board of Trade 
declined to fix the security to be given by the liquidators, The 
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board considered that rule 67, which empowers them to fix the 
amount and nature of the security to be given by a liquidator, 
applies only to a liquidator appointed after the making of a 
winding-up order. The board also considered that, under sub- 
section 5 of section 4 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, 
which provides that ‘the official receiver may be appointed by 
the court provisional liquidator of the company at any time after 
the presentation of the petition and before a winding-up order 
has been made,” the court has no power, before the making of 
a winding-up order, to appoint anyone but the official receiver 
provisional liquidator. Mr. Justice Norru would not finally 
decide this point. It might, he said, be that the choice lay 
between appointing the official receiver and not appointing any 
provisional liquidator at all. But, assuming that there was power 
to appoint someone else, still he thought the ordinary or normal 
course would be to appoint the official receiver. He saw no 
reason in the present case for departing from that course. He 
also said that he thought the Board of Trade were wrong in 
their construction of rule 67. In his opinion that rule 
gave them power to fix the security to be given by a 
provisional liquidator appointed before, as well as that to 
be given by a liquidator appointed after, the making of a wind- 
We should add that Mr. Justice Nortu, while 
appointing the official receiver, said that he would, like any 
other provisional liquidator, be subject to any restrictions which 
the court might think fit to impose, and in the order which his 
lordship made in the present case he defined very strictly the 
powers of the official receiver. Another point worthy of notice is 
this, that when Mr. Justice Norrn made the first order he was 
under the impression that the company was not within the Act 
of 1890, because it had not been registered in England. But, 
upon his attention being directed to sub-section 3 of section 32, 
which provides that ‘“ for the purposes of this Act the expression 
‘ registered office of a company’ ‘ shall include, in the 
case of an unregistered company, any place which, in pursuance 
of section 199 of the Companies Act, 1862, is to be deemed the 
registered office of the company for the purpose of the winding 
up thereof,’’ Mr. Justice Norru came to the conclusion that his 
original view was erroneous, and that the Act of 1890 applied to 
the company. 





Questions As To the right to cut ornamental timber, such as 
those which have been raised in the case of Marquis of Stafford v. 
Duke of Sutherland (reported elsewhere), are, as was pointed out 
by Turner, V.C., in Marker v. Marker (9 Hare, at p. 17), in 
the main questions of fact, and the chief difficulty lies in the 
evidence necessary to establish the facts. The law of the 
matter seems to be wel! settled. At law a tenant for life, 
without impeachment of waste, has absolute power and 
dominion over the timber on the estate, and the doctrine of 
equitable waste was characterized by the same judge, then a 
Lord Justice, in Micklethwaite v. Micklethwaite (1 De G. & J., at 
p. 524) as an encroachment upon the legal right. With this 
expression Jesse, M.R., found fault in Baker v. Sebright (13 
Ch. D., at p. 186). ‘I do not much admire,” he said, “that 
term ‘encroachment,’ because almost all the doctrines of equity 
were interferences with a legal right, and that term is rather a 
term of opprobrium when it ought to be a term of praise.” 
However this may be, the court does in fact interfere, upon the 
ground that it will not permit an unconscientious use to be 
madé¢ of a legal power, and any use is unconscientious which 
would defeat the intention of the settlor. ‘If by his disposi- 
tion or his acts he has indicated his intention that there should 
be a continuous enjoyment in succession of that which he has 
himself enjoyed, in the state in which he has himself enjoyed 
it, it must surely be against conscience that a tenant for life, 
claiming under his disposition, should, by the exercise of a legal 
power, defeat that intention”: JMicklethwaite v. Micklethwaite 
(supra). So, again, in Marker v. Merker (supra) it was laid 
down that the court considers the excessive use of the legal 
power incident to an estate unimpeachable for waste to be 
inequitable and unjust, and therefore controls it; but it exer- 


cises this control with reference to the presumed will and inten- | 


tion of the settlor, and not to any fancied notion of its own. 
Hence it follows that the question is not whether the timber is 
in fact ornamental, but whether it was planted for ornament or 


left standing for ornament by some mn having the absolute 
power of disposition. As Lord Epon said in Wombwell v. 
Belasyse (6 Ves. 110a (note), 2nd ed.), “if the object in planting 
timber or leaving timber standing is ornament, whether that 
object is effected, whether the effect is truly ornamental, or the 
most absurd exhibition that ever was produced, this court will 
protect that timber.” And in his later considered judgment he 
said, for the benefit of future generations of tenants for life, 
that if an absolute owner had the bad taste to plant or leave 
standing a couple of yew trees cut in the shape of peacocks on 
the roadside these must be protected until some person with the 
same absolute power of disposition and better taste came into 
possession. The question of the intention of an owner who may 
have lived a hundred years ago is obviously one to which it may 
be very difficult to find an answer. 





AMENDMENT UNDER ORDER 14. 


Tue case of Gurney v. Small (1891, 2 Q. B. 584) is exercising 
many minds. Figuratively, it is to a part of the legal profes- 
sion what some ill-fitting portion of a horse’s harness is to a 
horse in draft. It frets, and irritates, and obstructs ; and if by 
any ingenuity of action the irritating impediment can be re- 
moved or its effect nullified, there is little doubt that some 
method ought to be devised for “ getting behind” it. We have 
referred somewhat fully to this case on more than one previous 
occasion (ante, pp. 87, 120), and we will now consider whether 
or not there is any loophole of escape (as some suppose there is) 
from the rigour of the decision. 

The writ in the action purported to be specially indorsed, but 
in addition to the liquidated sum a further claim was added for 
use and occupation of premises belonging to the plaintiff. The 
defendant appeared on the 6th of July, and on the 17th of July 
the plaintiff issued a summons for final judgment under order 
14. On the hearing of the summons under order 14 the defend- 
ant objected that as the writ contained a claim for use and occu- 
pation, in addition to a claim for a liquidated sum, it was not a 
specially-indorsed writ within ord. 3,r.6. The master held that 
the objection was a good one, but he adjourned the summons, 
giving the plaintiff leave to amend the indorsement on the writ 
by striking out the claim for use and occupation. The writ was 
amended and a copy served on the defendant’s solicitors. On 
the adjourned summons the defendant put in no affidavit of 
merits, but raised three preliminary objections. The opening 
words of order 14 are: ‘“ Where the defendant appears to a writ 
of summons specially indorsed,” &c., and the defendant con- 
tended (1) that he had not appeared to a writ specially indorsed, 
and therefore order 14 did not apply; that the whole procedure 
for summary judgment under order 14 is based upon the special 
indorsement of the writ under ord. 3, r. 6, at the time of the de- 
Jendant’s appearance. (2) That the special indorsement of the 
writ, being the foundation for proceedings under order 14, it 
was, at any rate, necessary that the writ should be specially in- 
dorsed at the time the summons under order 14 was issued. (3) 
That the fact of the master having, after appearance and after 
the issue of the summons under order 14, amended the writ so 
as to make it specially indorsed, did not give him any jurisdic- 
tion to order judgment under order 14, because the special in- 
dorsement of the writ at the time of the defendant's appearance is a 
condition precedent to the exercise of jurisdiction under order 
14, and this condition not having existed at the time of ap . 
ance could not be called into existence by an order to pal. i of 
writ made at a subsequent time. 

The master made the order for judgment, and on appeal the 
judge referred it to the court. The court held that there was 
no jurisdiction to make an order for final judgment under order 
14. There are one or two ambiguous passages in the judgment 
delivered by Wii1s, J., and it is on these that the 
hopes of those who think they see a loophole of escape from this 
case are based. We will first consider that part of the judgment 
which is not ambiguous, and which appears to contain the refie 
decidendi, and afterwards that part which appears to open 
a possible way of escape. Wiis, J., said: “Order 14 is a 
creation of statute, and the jurisdiction under it is only exer- 
cisable in the cases provided for in, and subject to the con- 
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ditions imposed by, the rules. Under that rule (ord. 14, r. 1) 
the defendant must appear to a writ of summons specially 
indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6, and in the present case it is perfectly 
clear that the writ to which the defendant originally appeared 
was not so specially indorsed ; to hold otherwise would be to 
deprive the expression ‘seeks only to recover’ of all signifi- 
cance. The operation of order 14, therefore, is confined to the 
case of a defendant appearing to a writ specially indorsed with 
a liquidated demand under ord. 3, r. 6, and with nothing else. 
In the present case the plaintiff, at the time when he took out 
his summons, had no right to take it out, for there was then no 
specially-indorsed writ under ord. 3, r. 6, and the defendant had 

erefore not appeared to a writ specially indorsed under that 
rule. And this original defect is not cured by the subsequent 
amendment of the indorsement, for where, in order that juris- 
diction may attach, it is necessary that a certain state of circum- 
stances should exist at a certain time, it cannot be said that that 
state of circumstances then existed because something is done 
subsequently to that time.” 

We have quoted the above passage in full because it shews 
with clearness how limited and narrow was the vision of the 
court in dealing with this point, and because we shall presently 
ask our readers to contrast the above judgment with another on 
the same point, where the vision of the court was not so 
restricted. The logic of the judgment is perfect. Its effect is 
not so perfect. Order 14, it seems to tell us, contains a system 
of speedy justice locked in a certain chamber under the custody 
of the court. A plaintiff may obtain that speedy justice if he 
do but open the door with a special key which has in it no 
particle of dust. That is the condition precedent. If the plain- 
tiff opens the door and proceeds to obtain the promised speedy 
justice, and the defendant, without a tissue of evidence to shew 
that the plaintiff is not entitled to what he claims, points out to 
the court that a grain of dust was in the plaintiff's key when he 
opened the magic door, the court has no power to shake the 
grain of dust out of the key and give the plaintiff such justice 
as he is entitled to at once. No, that grain of dust paralyzes the 
arm of the court altogether, and compels it to deny the plaintiff 
what it knows to be hissimpleright. That is order 14 as it now 
lies, under the heel of Gurney v. Small. 

Now for the possible loophole, which some persons see in the 
following passage in the judgment: ‘It has been suggested 
that after amendment of the indorsement a fresh summons 
under order 14 might properly have been taken out without the 
necessity of a fresh appearance by the defendant, and I do not 
say that that would not be sufficient. I desire to offer no 
opinion on that point; it may be that the defendant might pro- 
perly allow his original appearance to stand as an appearance to 
the amended writ, and that upon the issue of a fresh summons 
the conditions would be held to be complied with, and the 
jurisdiction of the court would attach. But the amendment of 
the writ cannot be antedated.” A defendant who relies upon 
our metaphorical grain of dust to upset the plaintiff is not likely 
to allow his original appearance to stand. But can the court 
make him do so? For example, can the order be “leave to 
amend, appearance to stand’; and, if so, can the defendant be 
then said to have “appeared to a writ of summons specially 
indorsed ” so as to entitle the plaintiff to issue a fresh summons 
under order 14? This plan is being tried, and such orders are 
being made in chambers. But can they be maintained? We 
hope they may, but we doubt it for a very simple reason. The 
direction that the appearance shall stand cannot be construed into 
a1 act by the defendant ; and the rule requires that he shall have 
appeared to a writ specially indorsed. If the amendment cannot 
be antedated, can the same result be obtained by postdating 
the a contrary to the defendant’s will? He can assert 
as truly as ever that he did not appear to a writ specially indorsed, 
and therefore the condition precedent to the application of order 
14 has not been fulfilled. Whenever this contention has been ad- 
vanced by the defendant on the hearing of the second summons 
under order 14 it has |.i:herto been successful, though no case 


support it by contending that Gurney v. Small does not decide 
more than that the writ must be specially indorsed at the time 
the summons under order 14 is issued, because the word “ ap- 
peared” in ord. 14, r. 1, does not mean the mere act of handing 
in the appearance precipe, but the continuing act of being before 
the court. Consequently, directly the writ has been amended 
the continuing act of the defendant’s appearance attaches to the 
writ as amended, and, therefore, he “has appeared to a writ 
specially indorsed.” This is an ingenious argument, and might 
help the Court of Appeal to overrule Gurney v. Small (if some 
one would only carry the point to that court), but it is too pal- 
pable a contravention of the ruling in the case for any lesser 
authority to act upon it. 

The whole matter has been dealt with all too technically. 
‘Look on this picture, and on this ’’—the same point in England 
and in Ireland. In Robinson v. Ralston (8 Ir. L. R. 26) the 
same flaw was found in the special indorsement. The Irish 
rule (then ord. 13, r. 1, of the Irish rules, now ord. 14, r. 1, of 
the new Irish rules) is in identical terms with our rule. The 
only difference in the facts was that the unliquidated item was a 
very small one, but the same point, exactly, was raised and 
carried to the Court of Appeal in Ireland and heard by four 
judges. They treated it with scant courtesy. The court below 
had amended by striking out the unliquidated item and straight- 
way making an order for judgment for the remainder of the 
claim, and, on appeal, Lord O’Haaan in giving judgment, after 
stating the circumstances of the case, said: ‘‘ Substantial justice 
was done. Are we compelled in defeat of justice to overrule the 
decision of the court below? I do not think we are bound to do any- 
thing of the sort.” The Irish court relied upon its general power 
to amend at any stage, and upon the statutory power given by 
order 14 to give judgment for part of the claim. But it went 
further than this. It did what our court found itself unable to 
do, for it extended its view of the question beyond the mere 
technicalities so as to bring the demands of justice within its 
scope. 

How long, we wonder, is this purely technical decision in 
Gurney v. Small to hamper the operation of order 14? Not a 
day passes without its being effectually used by defendants who 
have no defence whatever on the merits to prevent plaintiffs from 
obtaining what they are justly entitled to. And all for what? 
All for a “grain of dust” in a dusty corner of the world—for 
our ‘‘ special indorsement ”’ simply bristles with technical snares. 
Only recently a master, coerced by Gurney v. Small, had to dis- 
miss a summons under order 14 because the indorsement of 
the writ contained a claim for eightpence for interest on goods 
sold and delivered, and another claim met the same fate because 
one shilling and sixpence was charged as duty paid on wine in 
bond. Is order 14 to become a snare for suitors, instead of a 
voon to them? It really seems so, unless the Rule Committee 
will take cognizance of this absurd state of things, and will, by 
an alteration of the rule, give our court the same power to do 
substantial justice as the Irish court has been strong enough to 
assume for itself without such an alteration. 








THE LEGAL ESTATE. 

Tue decision of the House of Lords in Zuylor v. Russell, which 
we report elsewhere, seems to do no more than follow the ordi- 
nary doctrine that a subsequent equitable incumbrancer, who at 
the time when he advanced his money had no notice of a prior 
incumbrance, is entitled to protect himself against such prior 
incumbrance by getting in the legal estate, and it makes no dif- 
ference that before he does this he has received aotice of the in- 
cumbrance. ‘‘There is nothing,” said Lord Se.norneg, C., in 
Blackwood v. London Chartered Bank of Australia (22 W. R. 419, 
L. R. 5 P.C., at p. 111), more familiar than the doctrine of 
equity that a man, who has bond fide paid money without notice 
of any other title, though at the time of the payment he, as pur- 
chaser, gets nothing but an equitable title, may afterwards get 





of the kind has yet come into court. We fear that the idea that 
this is a loophole oi escape from Gurney v. Small reste upon no 


in a legal title, if he can, and may hold it; though, during the 
interval between the payment and the getting in of the , aoe 


solid basis. Nor are we much more sanguine of another plan which | title, he may have had notice of some prior dealing inconsistent 


finds some favour—viz., to remove the defect from the indorse- 


ment by amendment, issue a fresh summons under order 14, and | 


with the good faith of the dealing with himself.”” So, too, Lord 
Haruervey, in Bates v. Johnson (7 W. R. 512, John., at p. 314), 
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said: ‘‘In every case down to Peacock v. Burt (4 L. J. N. 8. Ch. 
33), which is probably one of the most striking of the kind, it 
has been held that when once a subsequent incumbrancer, who, 
by advancing his money without notice of prior mesne incum- 
brances, stands in an equally good position with them in every 
respect, except as regards time, gets in the legal estate, he has a 
right to avail himself of that legal estate until the whole of his 
incumbrance is discharged.” 

It is assumed, of course, that there are no special circum- 
stances which give the prior incumbrancer a better right to call 
for a conveyance of the legal estate, and the rule was stated with 
this qualification by Lord Exnon, C., in Maundrell vy. Maundreli 
(10 Ves., at p. 269): “It is clear that if there is a mortgage of 
the inheritance, and a prior mortgagee, of whose title the other 
has no notice, if the subsequent mortgagee can get in a term, 
satisfied, or, according to the later cases, not satisfied, by an 
assignment to trustees for him, he can protect himself against 
the prior incumbrancer, unless there are circumstances that give 
that incumbrancer a better right to call for an assignment.” 
And with regard to this proviso Lord Exinon proceeds to give an 
instance in which trustees of a term had joined in a conveyance 
to a purchaser but had not conveyed the term. It was held that 
this constituted a declaration that they would hold for the pur- 
chaser, which, as against a subsequent purchaser, gave him a 
better right to call for a conveyance. 

But the interest of the passage just quoted lies not so much in 
the proviso at the end as in the reference to a new doctrine that 
the getting in of a term would only give priority where it was 
unsatisfied. When terms of this nature were ordinarily kept 
up to attend the inheritance the question as to the protection 
afforded by them was one of great importance. As long as a 
term was outstanding, the trustee of it was a trustee for the 
various persons beneficially entitled according to their several 
priorities. This Lord Expon points out earlier in his judgment 
(p. 259), but none the less he recognizes that any one of these 
whose interest is subsequent in point of time, may, provided he 
has a clear conscience and as good a right, protect himself by 
getting the term in, and the doctrine that for this purpose a 
satisfied term was not available was only just beginning to be 
mooted. But in more recent times it has become well estab- 
lished, or rather, satisfied terms being no longer in question, it 
has assumed the form that the legal estate may not thus be got 
in from a bare trustee such asa satisfied mortgagee. In Prosser 
v. Rice (28 Beav., at p. 74) Romitiy, M.R., said: “If the legal 
estate be in the hands of a person who has no pecuniary interest, 
and who is, therefore, a bare trustee with duties to perform, the 
getting in of the legal estate does not alter the position of the 
parties, which remains as it was before, and the fact of obtaining 
the legal estate under such circumstances does not give the person 
obtaining it the advantage of being able to tack his security to 
the legal estate.” And better known is the dictum of JxssEt, 
M.R., in Harpham v. Shacklock (30 W. R. 49, 19 Ch. D., at p. 
214): ‘Nothing is better settled than that you cannot make use 
of the doctrine of tabula in naufragio by getting in a legal estate 
from a bare trustee after you have received notice of a prior 
equitable claim.” 

But, assuming the correctness of this exception from the 
ordinary rule as to the protection afforded by the legal estate, 
the House of Lords held that it was not applicable to the 
circumstances of Zaylor v. Russell. The parties had each of 
them advanced money to one Towarp on mortgage of the same 

iece of land. This was acquired by Towarp in January, 1883, 

m the Surrees trustees, but in negotiating the loan from 
Taytor he produced a forged deed, under which he purported 
to have acquired it in November, 1882, from the Smrruson 
trustees. By the mortgage deed, which was dated in February, 
1883, Taytor, of course, obtained the interest which Towarp 
had at that time got from the Surrexs trustees, but this left 
the mortgagor free to go with his genuine title deeds to 
Russet, and in 1887 the latter also took a mortgage of the 
property. Kach mortgagee thought that his title was perfect, 
and that he had acquired the legal estate. But each was mis- 
taken, The land had been included in a mortgage made by the 
Surrezs trustees to Sir Francis Lecarp in 1862, and in his 
trustees the legal estate was vested at the time of the convey- 
ance to Towarp and of the subsequent mortgages. The land 





had been included in the Lecarp mortgage by mistake, and 
hence the title deeds were left with the Surrzss trustees. Still 
the legal estate was in fact outstanding, and when Towarp 
absconded in 1888 Russext had the good fortune to discover 
where it was. He at once took steps to get it in, and, as tho 
LecGarp trustees were satisfied with the rest of their security, 
they acceded to the arrangement which he proposed. He, of 
course, knew at this time of the prior mortgage to Taytor, but 
it does not appear that the Lzcarp trustees were aware of it. 
Under these circumstances, it was arranged that the Lrecarp 
trustees should convey the land to the Surrzgs trustees, upon 
the express condition that the latter should forthwith convey it 
to Russert. This was done, and Russet thereupon claimed, 
by virtue of his possession of the legal estate, to postpone 
Tayor’s prior charge to his own a 

Primé facie, of course, he was entitled to do so, and Taytor 
could only avoid this result by shewing some special equity in 
his favour giving him a better right to call for a conveyance of 
the legal estate, or by shewing that Russet. had got it in from 
a bare trustee. As to the former point, he had no case, and, 
indeed, it was a question whether he had not, by his negligence 
in regard to the investigation of the title, really forfeited his 
priority in equity. As to the second point, to make it avail- 
able it was necessary to shew that either the Lecarp trustees or 
the Surrzss trustees were bare trustees within the meaning of 
the above exception to the general rule. Of the Lxcarp 
trustees this could hardly be said. They were content, indeed, 
to give up their claim on the land, and to convey it without con- 
sideration, but a pecuniary claim they in fact had, and, treating 
the arrangement as equivalent to a direct conveyance of the 
legal estate from them to Russet, yet they could not be taken 
to convey as satisfied mortgagees. As Lord Herscwe.. pointed 
out, they could certainly have protected themselves by the legal 
estate if they had taken an assignment of RussEtx’s charge, 
this right they could deal with as they pleased. They could, 
therefore, confer it upon RussE.. 

But Taytor seems to have rested his case principally on the con- 
veyance of the legal estate from the Surrzss trustees to RussELL, 
and upon this ground Kay, J., decided in his favour (38 W. R. 
663). Had it not been for the express condition upon which 
they received the legal estate from the Lxcarp trustees this 
would apparently have been correct. After the sale to Towarp 
they had no interest in the land, and they were bound moreover 
to make good, so far as possible, their covenant in the convey- 
ance to him that they had not incumbered. But in the Court of 
Appeal (39 W. R. 81; 1891, 1 Ch. 8), and now in the House of 
Lords, it has been held the condition attached to the legal estate 
prevented them from being bare trustees so as simply to hold it 
for the equitable incumbrancers according to their priorities. 
They were only introduced into the matter in order to carry out 
the arrangement between the Lzcarp trustees and Russet, and 
in pursuance of this arrangement they were bound to satisfy 
the condition, and pass on the legal estate. The condition 
attached at once when the legal estate became vested in them, 
and excluded the equity which would otherwise have arisen in 
favour of Tay.or. 

The result made it unnecessary to consider the question of 
Tayror’s alleged negligence, the matter with which the judg- 
ment of Kay, J., principally dealt. He held that to cause a 
first equitable mortgagee to forfeit his priority his negligence 
must be so gross as to render him responsible for the fraud com- 
mitted on the second mortgagee, and that in the present case 
Taytor had not been guilty of any negligence of this character. 
It is to be noticed that he had previously advanced money to 
Towarv upon land belonging to the Sarrnson trustees, and 
upon the occasion of that advance the title was investigated. 
The land now in question was less than a quarter of a mile dis- 
tant from the land included in the former m and 
Tay or’s solicitors, relying upon Towarn’s good faith, omitted 
to make any inquiry as to whether it had been in fact held 
under the Surruson title. Towarp was not, on the occasion 
of the second mortgage, represented by a solicitor, and Kay, 
J., held that in the ordinary course Taytor’s solicitors would 
simply have inquired of him, and there would have been 
no gross negligence in accepting as true the answer which 
he would probably have given. The result shews, however, 
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that the course they adopted was not consistent with the safety 
of their client, and possibly, if the matter had been further dis- 
cussed, it would have been held that the failure to make in- 
quiries was sufficient ground for postponing him to subsequent 
incumbrancers. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF ARBITRATION. 


A TREATISE ON THE PowER AND Duty OF AN ARBITRATOR, AND 
THE LAw oF SUBMISSIONS AND AWARDS; WITH AN APPENDIX OF 
FoRMS, AND OF THE STATUTES RELATING TO ARBITRATION. By 
Francis Russert, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. SEVENTH EDITION. 
By THE AvuTHOR and HERBERT RussELL, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

This book has in many respects been remodelled, owing to the 
necessity for the incorporation of the Arbitration Act, 1889. The 
provisions of this Act have been carefully inserted in their appropriate 
places, but we should have been glad if some mode had been adopted— 

as a distinctive type—of marking them off from the rest of the 
text. There is, it is true, a full head in the index devoted to the Act, 
from which the position in the book of the various provisions can be 
ascertained, but, — from this, it is not very easy to find one’s way 
to them. It would have been convenient if to the sections of the Act 
as printed in full in the appendix of statutes there had been added 
references to the pages at which they are discussed. In other respects 
the book is kept well up to date, and is likely to retain its position as 
the standard work on the subject. 





THE MORTMAIN AND CHARITABLE USES ACT, 1891. 


THE New Law or CHARITABLE BEQUESTS. BEING AN ACCOUNT OF 
THE MoRTMAIN AND CHARITABLE UsEs AcT, 1891. By AMHERST 
D. Tyssex, D.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & Sons 
(Limited). 

Mr. Tyssen has completed his admirable work on Charitable Be- 
quests by a treatise on the recent Act. He first prints it in full, and 
then deals with the various topics arising with regard to it under the 
heads of Policy of the Act, Impure Personalty, Mortizing, Meaning 
of Assurance, Devises of Land, Prior Wills, Prior Exemptions, Pro- 
cedure, and Cautions to be observed in making wills. The author 
very properly draws attention to the anomaly introduced by the Act 
that charitable gifts inter rivos are now subject to greater restrictions 
than gifts by will; and to the practical result of section 5 in taxing 
every devise of land for charitable purposes with the costs of sale or 
of an application for leave to retain land for actual occupation. 
Another observation in which we think everyone will concur is as to 
the questionable policy of making the Act come into operation on the 
day of its i Among other practical hints which will be 
found in the work is a suggestion that it may still be desirable in 
many cases to insert a clause in wills directing charitable legacies to 
be paid out of the testator’s estate other than leaseholds, or other 
than land within the meaning of the Act; so that it may be impos- 
sible to contend that the will contains an assurance of land for a 
charitable purpose, involving the statutory direction for sale and the 
vesting of the land in the official trustee on the expiration of the 
statutory period. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Treatise on the Law relating to Corporation Duty, or the Duty 
on the Income of the Property of Bodies Corporate and Unincorpor- 
ate, an Examination of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1885, 
with Especial Reference to Claims for Exemption. With Appendix 
of Inland Revenue Forms and Report of the Leading Case as to 
Exemption. By Tuomas Hewitt, Barrister-at-Law. Butterworths. 

The speeioeting Liquor (Licensing) Acts, 1872 and 1874, together 
with all the phouse, Beerhouse, Refreshment-house, Wine and 
Beerhouse, Inland Revenue, and Sunday Closing Acts relating 
thereto, with Introduction, Notes, and Index. Ninth Edition. By 
James Paterson, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 

The Poor Law Guardian: His Powers and Duties in the Right 
Execution of his Office. Third Edition. By Wittiam W. Mac- 
KENZIE, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
MORTGAGEER’S PROFIT CHARGES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal, | 


Sir,—It (ante, p. 310) that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Bociety have given an opinion to the effect that they see no im- 








propriety whatever in a solicitor mortgagee stipulating for, and 
inserting a clause enabling him to charge, profit costs for business 
connected with the mortgage transaction, or arising in connection 
with the security, and that the council see no ground for distinguish- 
ing the case of a solicitor trustee mortgagee. 

I venture to suggest that this view should in practice be acted on 
with some caution. 

There is no reported case deciding that such a clause would be valid, 
and in Field v. Hopkins (44 Ch. D. 524) Lord Justice (then Mr. 
Justice) Kay expressed a strong opinion against its validity: ‘‘ Ac- 
cording to the mortgage law recognized in this country a mortgagee 
cannot make such a contract, he cannot vontract to get anything from 
the estate beyond his principal, interest, and costs, therefore profit 
charges which he is not entitled to be paid stand on the same footing 
as commission, which he clearly cannot charge.” 

On this ground a small profit charge for valuing the mortgaged 
property previously to the mortgage was disallowed. 

The decision was affirmed on appeal, on the ground that this charge 
was not covered by the special contract, it being implied that if so 
covered it would have been allowed. But the judgments on appeal 
do not touch the question of allowing, under a special stipulation for 
this purpose, profit charges for business arising in connection with 
the mortgage security and done by the mortgagee while the relation 
of mortgagor and mortgagee subsists. It may, therefore, still be 
open to argument whether a special contract for the last-mentioned 
prefit charges can be relied on, or whether they fall within the 
principle which forbids a mortgagee to stipulate for a commission on 
rents received by him; but any solicitor mortgagee inserting a clause 
enabling him to make charges of this nature should be prepared to 
meet litigation on the subject. 

It does not seem, however, that it can ever be advisable for a 
solicitor trustee mortgagee to insert a clause enabling him to make 
profit charges in connection with the security, for it is pretty clear 
that any profit he might derive under it would be profit arising from 
his trust, and which, therefore, he would have to account for to his 
beneficiaries (see Lawton v. Elwes, 34 Ch. D. 675); in fact, he would 
be exposed to attack from his beneficiaries if he did not claim his 
profit charges under the clause, and from his mortgagor if he did; a 
position which might be ‘‘ too exciting to be pleasant.” 

CONVEYANCER. 


**FRENCH AS SHE IS—TRANSLATED.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The English press often amuses us by quotations from French 
newspapers shewing a curious ignorance of the English language, but 
one of your legal contemporaries in its last issue-makes a correspond- 
ing blunder which beats anything I have seen for a long time. 

An article in the Revue des dewx Mondes, on ‘“‘La Magistrature 
Anglaise,’ deals with the habits of our judges in and out of court; 
and, speaking of the court sittings, and of the interval for lunch, says, 
quite correctly, ‘‘ L’audience est interrompue d’une heure 
et demie 4 deux heures.” 

Thereupon your learned contemporary gravely observes, ‘‘ We have 
no recollection of any judge taking two hours for lunch”? ! ! 

March 30. nN. Ee. W. 


[We have received several communications on the above subject.— 
Ep. S.J.] 


Mr. Justice Romer, who is staying at Eastbourne, is gradually improving 
in health. ‘The learned judge will not, however, resume his seat in court 
again until the ensuing Master Sittings. 

In the House of Commons on the 28th ult. Mr. Lewis Fry asked th 
Attorney-General whether he was aware that the case of Eliot and Others v. 
The Mayor and Corporation of Bristol, set down for hearing in Mr. Justice 
North’s Court in July, 1891, was still unheard, and that only about one- 
| third of the cases then set down before it for hearing had been disposed 
| of ; and whether he would explain why the case, which had for some time 
| been marked as fit for transfer to the Queen’s Bench Division, had not 
| been so transferred. The Attorney-General said: In answer to the 
question of the hon. member, I have to say that, from information fur- 
nished to me, it appears that, at the date when the action referred to was 
set down for trial, there were fifty-three actions standing before it in the 
list, and that twenty-eight of these still remain to be tried. ‘The delay has 





been due to the fact that some exceptionally heavy causes, one of which 
lasted no less than twenty days, have to be disposed of. The marking 
of a case as fit for transfer does not imply more than that, if the state of 
business in the Queen’s Bench Division permits, the action will be trans- 
ferred for trial to that Division. The unavoidable absence through illness 
of three chancery judges, and the consequent necessity for trying ordinary 
chancery causes by a judge of the Queen’s Bench Division, rendered it 
| undesirable to transfer causes to the Queen’s Bench Division at the ere § 

time, but I may add that it was open to the plaintiff, had he so desired, 
to have commenced his action in the Queen's Bench Division, in which 
case the trial would probably have taken place at an carliocr date. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 
TAYLOR ». RUSSELL—28th March. 
MortcacE—Priority —TAck1nG. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal (Sir James 
Hannen and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), reported 39 W. R. 81; 1891, 1 Ch. 8. 
In November, 1862, Messrs. Maude & Wilkinson (the Surtees trustees) 
mortgaged certain lands to Sir Francis Legard. These lands included the 
property in question in this case, but by some accident the deeds of this 
property remained in the custody of the Surtees trustees. By a deed of 
the 30th of January, 1883, Wilkinson, the surviving trustee, together with 
the tenant for life, conveyed the land in question to one Toward, and he 
received the title deeds. Toward, whose frauds led to this litigation, 
executed on the 15th of February, 1883, an indenture of mortgage convey- 
ing to the appellants the property now in question to secure an advance of 
£2,500. The title which he purported to shew was a deed of conveyance 
of the property to himself from the trustees of one Samuel Smithson. The 
signatures of the trustees were, in fact, forgeries, and the land had never 
formed part of the Smithson estate. The appellants were content to 
take the title without further inquiry, because they had shortly before 
become the mortgagees of certain other hereditaments in the same 
neighbourhood, conveyed to Toward by Smithson’s trustees, and had then 
investigated the title and had no reason to s t that the forged deed 
was otherwise than genuine. On the 20th of October, 1887, Toward 
mortgaged the land in question to the respondent, Arthur Henry Russell, 
to secure an advance of £2,500, shewing in his abstract the real title and 
handing over the deeds to the respondent. When Toward’s frauds became 
known the respondent Russell, having ascertained the existence of the out- 
standing mortgage, applied to the representatives of Sir F. Legard to 
release the land in question from the mortgage debt secured by the inden- 
ture of November, 1862, and to convey the legal estate to the respondents. 
Sir F. Legard’s representatives, being satisfied that the remainder of the 
property comprised in the mortgage was sufficient security for the sum due 
to them, agreed to this course. It was accordingly arranged that they 
should convey the legal estate to the Surtees trustees discharged from their 
mortgage debt upon the express condition that they should thereupon 
convey the legal estate in the premises comprised in the respondents’ 
mortgage to them. The Surtees trustees assented to this arrangement, 
which was accordingly carried out by two indentures. By one, of the 21st 
of November, 1888, the Legard trustees conveyed to the Surtees trustees, 
who in turn, by an indenture of the 26th of November of the same year, 
conveyed to the respondents. The respondents thus became possessed of 
the legal estate in the premises comprised in their mortgage, and it was on 
this that they based their claim to priority over the appellants, whose equitable 
interest was prior in point of time to their own. The Court of Appeal 
held that the subsequent mortgagee without notice, thus getting in the 
legal estate, was not to be postponed to any prior equitable mortgage. 

Tue House dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Herscuett, after stating the facts, continued :—It is not disputed 
that the doctrine of equity is well settled, ‘‘ that a man who has bond fide 
paid money without notice of any other title, though at the time of the 
payment he, as purchaser, gets nothing but an equitable title, may after- 
wards get in the legal title if he can and may hold it, though, during the 
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Legard, that they, the said trustees, would immediately thereafter convey 
the said premises and the legal estate therein’’ to him. The representa- 
tives of Sir F. Legard being under no obligation to convey to the Surtees 
trustees, and having made the conveyance only on the condition and for 
the purpose mentioned, the learned counsel for the appellants were 
forced to admit that their clients could not successfully have invoked 
the aid of a court of equity to compel a conveyance to themselves. 
I am of opinion that the matter must be dealt with upon the same footing 
as if the conveyance had been made directly from those representatives to 
the respondents. The controversy, therefore, resolved itself into this: 
Was there anything in the circumstance that the legal estate was obtained 
from Legard’s representatives which precludes the respondents from claim- 
ing the benefit of it as against the appellants? It was contended on their 
behalf that, inasmuch as they were the owners of the property subject to 
the mortgage, Legard’s en rine were trustees for them, and that 
in conveying to the respondent without consideration they were guilty of 
a breach of trust to which he was a party; that if they were satisfied with 
less than the entire property comprised in their security, it was only to the 
appellants that they could la 'y release any part of it. No authority 
was cited for the proposition that a mortgagee is, subject to his security, a 
trustee of the legal estate for the mortgagor. The ts of a mortgagor 
are no doubt well established in a court of equity. He may redeem the 
mortgage, and no dealings with the property by the mortgagee, save a 
conveyance under the power of sale, can _ im of this right. But 
it is quite a different proposition, and one which I think is wholly unten- 
able, to assert that the mortgagee is trustee for the mortgagor. It is 
admitted that the mortgagee may carve any number of estates he pleases 
out of the estate vested in him ; he may convey, by way of sub-mortgage, 
to whom and in as many parcels as he pleases. Indeed counsel were com- 
pelled to admit that if Legard’s representatives had taken an assignment 
of the respondents’ security, and had then conveyed the property to them 
by way of mortgage to secure the same amount, the respondents would 
have obtained a title which could not be impeached. Yet they would 
have obtained the same legal estate from the same persons and as security 
for the same amount for which they now hold it. This seems to me to 
show that Legard’s representatives cannot be regarded as holding the legal 
estate as trustees for the appellants. If the conveyance to the respondents 
was a breach of trust on the part of Legard’s representatives as against 
the appellants, they could, I presume, have come to a court of equity for 
an injunction to prevent the conveyance from being executed. But had 
they done so the answer would surely have been ‘‘ Come and redeem ; that 
is the right which you possess, and you are not entitled, whilst abstaining 
from the exercise of that right, to restrain the appellants from dealing with 
the legal estate vested in them.”’ I am quite unable to see that Legard’s 
representatives committed as against the appellants any breach of trust or 
other wrong of which they are in a position to complain, and I am unable 
to see any equity in the appellants entitling them!to insist that the respond- 
ents shall not enjoy the advantage derived from the possession of the 
legal estate. I am of opinion that the judgment of the court below was 
right, and that this appeal should be dismissed with costs. 

Lord MacnaGuTen, after stating the facts of the case, said that Russell 
acquired the legal estate, and it was not disputed that this gave him 
priority unless there were other circumstances, as if the legal estate were 
held on express trust or, according to the recent cases, by a satisfied 
mortgagee. As to the Legard trustees, it was not shewn that they knew 
anything about the appellants, and the latter, upon whom the burden of 
proof lay, had not given any evidence on the point. There was no fault 








interval between the payment and the getting in of the legal title, he may 
have had notice of some prior dealing inconsistent with the good faith of 
the dealing with himself’ (Blackiwood y. London Chartered Bank of Australia, 
22 W. R. 419, L. R.5 P. C. 111). It is said that the more recent cases 
have engrafted upon the rule of equity this exception—that the possession 
of the legal estate cannot be insisted upon as against a prior equitable incum- 
brancer where it was obtained from one who held it merely as trustee. The 
language of the late Master of the Rolls in Harpham v. Shacklock (30 W. R. 
49, 19 Ch. D., at p. 214) was strongly relied on in support of this view. 
His words were :—‘' Nothing is better settled than that you cannot make 
use of the doctrine of tabula in naufragio by getting in a legal estate from 
a bare trustee after you have received notice of a prior equitable claim.’’ 
It is not necessary for your lordships to determine whether this view is in 
accordance with the authorities, but I am content to assume it to be well 
founded. Where the person in whom the legal estate is vested is not 
merely a bare trustee, but stands in the relation of trustee to the prior 
incumbrancer, it would certainly be strange if a —— incumbrancer 
with notice of these facts could secure any advantage by obtaining a con- 
veyance of the legal estate to himself. The appellants put their case in 
this way. They say that, by the indenture of mortgage of February, 
1883, the equity of redemption, which had passed to Toward by the deed 
of January, 1883, became vested in them, and that they thus became 
owners of an equitable estate in fee simple, subject to the mortgage to 
Legard ; and, further, that Toward, as between himself and the Surtees 


trustees, was entitled to a conveyance of the legal estate of the property | ‘‘ Statement of claim :—The 
freed from the mortgage of November, 1862, and that this right passed to | and delivered to the de 


to be found with the Legard trustees, and, so far as he could make out, 
they knew nothing about anyone but Russell. It was a settled rule that 
the subsequent incumbrancer might get in the legal estate, and there was 
no breach of duty on the part of the Legard trustees in the transfer of the 
legal estate to Russell. But it was said that the estate passed through the 
Surtees trustees. Certainly the Surtees trustees were never trustees of 
this property for the appellants. The case was the same as if the legal 
estate had been conveyed directly by the Legard trustees to Russell. 
Hence, without discussing the doctrine of tabula in neufragie, or trying to 
settle its limits, the appeal must be dismissed. 

Lord Watson concurred, and the Lord Chancellor, who heard part of the 
argument, saw no reason to differ.—Counsgt, Haldane, Q.C.; Levett, Q.C. ; 
Scott-Fox and Eastwick. Soxrtcrrors, C. ¢ S. Harrison ¢ Co. > Tlige, Henley, 

Sweet. 
‘ (Reported by C. H. Grarrox, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Court of Appeal. 
WILKS +. WOOD—No. 1, 28th and 29th March. 


Practice—Wrir—Sprscratty [INporsep—Orp. 3, x. 6—Cram por Ivrerest 


—APPLICATION UNDER Orpsr 14. 

In this case the indorsement on the writ of summons was as follows :-- 
tiff's claim is for the price of goods 

t at his request. Particulars—IS91, to 


E 


them. These propositions are not open to contest. Their next position is | balance of account, £17 10s. .; June 1-29, goods supplied, £32 3s, 34d. ; 
that, when the legal estate became vested in the Surtees trustees by virtue | total, £49 13s. 4d. And the plaintiff also claims interest on £49 13s. 4d. 


of the conveyance of the 21st of November, 1888, they became trustees of | from the date of writ until nt or en. Place of trial, London 
it for the appellants, and that the respondents have thus obtained the legal | —Thomas Durant, And sum of 83 Qs. (or such sum as may be 
estate from bare trustecs who were bound to convey it to the appellants. | allowed on taxation) for costs, If the amount claimed be paid to the 


But for the circumstances under which that conveyance took place, this | plaintiff or his solicitor within four days from the service hereof, farther 


might well be so, But it must be taken as — that the legal estate 
was conveyed to the trustees of Surtees’ will at the request of the re- 


roceedings will be stayed.’’ On an made under order 


4, a divisional court (Lord , Cd, and 





J.) gave the 
spondent Russell, ‘and only upon the terms and express condition —— leave to sign judgment. defendant now sppeeled to the 
to between them, the said trustees, and the successors in title of Sir F. | Court of Appeal, and it was contended on his behalf that above in- 
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dorsement was not a special indorsement under ord. 3, r. 6, and therefore 
the case did not come within order 14. The defendant relied on the two 
recent cases, Sheba Gold Mining Co. v. Trubshawe and Ryley v. Master (ante, 

. 329), which had been decided since the present case was before the 

ivisional Court. In those two cases it was held by a divisional court 
consisting of five judges that claims for interest cannot be added to writs 
specially indorsed under ord. 3, r. 6, except where the interest is fixed by 
express or implied contract. 

Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Fry and Lopgs, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that effect must be given to the word “ only” 
in ord. 3, r. 6, which said, ‘‘ where the plaintiff seeks only to recover a 
debt or liquidated demand.”’ Here the plaintiff had added something to 
his writ which he could not obtain under order 14, and therefore he 
could not succeed. 

Fry, L.J., said that in his judgment a special indorsement under ord. 3, 
r. 6, could not contain a claim for interest, where there was no contract 
to pay interest. It was necessary that the principal demand and the 
demand for interest should both arise from contract. It was important 
not to do anything to interfere with the statute of Will. 4 (3 & 4 Will. 4, 
c. 28), under which a claim for interest such as this could only be made 
where a case was to go before a jury. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Channell, Q.C., and 7. Terrell ; Danck- 
werts and Lochnis. Soxicrrors, Harcourt & Son; Charles Butcher. 

[Reported by F. G. Recker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HENTHORN v. FRASER—No. 2, 3rd and 26th March. 


AcrEEMENT—Speciric Prrrormance—Orrer—AccePTANCE— WITHDRAWAL 
—AccEPTANCE BY LETTER. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the County 
Palatine of Lancaster. The question was, whether an acceptance of an 
offer by post which was posted after a letter withdrawing the offer was 
posted but before it was received, was a valid acceptance, and the ques- 
tion arose as to the circumstances in which an offer may be accepted by 
post. The plaintiff was a builder, and the defendants were a building 
society and three persons who were trustees of the society. On the 7th 
of July, 1891, the secretary of the building society handed to the plaintiff, 
in the office of the society at Liverpool, a letter in these terms: ‘| 
hereby give you the refusal of the Flamank-street property at £750 for 
fourteen days.”’ It appeared that the plaintiff had, for some time 
previous to that letter being handed to him, been in negotiation for the 
property, and had on two occasions made offers for the purchase of it, 
which were not accepted by the society. These offers were made by 
means of letters written by the secretary in the office of the society, and 
signed by the plaintiff there. The plaintiff resided in Birkenhead, and 
he teok away with him to that town the letter of the 7th of July, con- 
taining the offer of the society. On the 8th of July a letter was posted 
in Birkenhead at 3.50 p.m., written by his solicitor, accepting on his 
behalf the offer to sell the property at £750. This letter was not received 
at the defendants’ office until 8.30 p.m., after office hours, the office being 
closed at 6 o’clock. On the same day a letter was addressed to the 
plaintiff by the secretary of the society in these terms: ‘‘ Please take 
notice that my letter of the 7th inst. giving you the option of purchasing 
the property at Flamank-street, Birkenhead, at £750 for fourteen days is 
withdrawn, and the offer cancelled.’’ The letter was posted in Liverpool 
between 12 and 1 p.m., and was received at Birkenhead at 5.30 p.m., that 
is before the plaintiff’s letter of acceptance had reached Liverpool, but after 
it had been posted. On the same 8th of July the secretary of the society 
sold the same premises to a Mr. Miller for the sum of £760, £10 more than 
the price at which he had offered to sell them to the plaintiff, but the 
receipt for the deposit paid in respect of the purchase stated that it was 
subject to being able to withdraw the letter to the plaintiff giving him 
fourteen days’ option of purchase. Under these circumstances, the 
plaintiff brought the present action for specific performance of the agree- 
ment, which he alleged was created by virtue of the letters of offer and 
acceptance. The defendants, by the defence, denied that there was any 
contract, and said that their offer had been duly revoked before it had 
been accepted by the plaintiff. The Vice-Chancellor of the County 
Palatine gave judgment for the defendants, whereupon the plaintiff 
brought the present appeal. 

Tue Cover (Lord Hexscuers and Lixyiey and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed 

Herscuent, in a written judgment, after stating the facts, said that if 
the acceptance by the plaintiff of the defendants’ offer was to be treated as 
complete at the time the letter containing it was posted, he could entertain 
nO bt that the society’s attempted revocation of the offer was wholly 

He thought that a person who had made an offer must be con- 
sidered as continuously making it until he had brought to the knowledge of 
the person to whom it had been made that it was withdrawn. That seemed 
to him to be in accordance with the reasoning of the Court of King’s 
Bench im the case of Adam: vy. Lindsll (1 B. & Ald. 681 , which waa 
approved by the Lord Chancellor in Dunlop v. Higgine (1 H. L. Cas. 381) 
and also with the opinion of Mellish, L.J., in Harris’ caw (20 W. R. 690, 
L. BR. 7 Ch. 587). The very point was decided in the case of Byrne v. 
Van Tienhoren (5 C. P. D. 344, 28 W.K. Dig. 55) by Lindley, L.J., and 
his decision was subsequently followed by Lush, J. The grounds upon 
which it had been held that the acceptance of an offer was complete when 
it was posted had, his lordship thought, no application to the revocation 
or ification of an offer. ‘Those could be no more effectual than the offer 
itself, unless brought to the mind of the person to whom the offer was made. 
But it was contended, on behalf of the defendants, that the acceptance 
was complete only when received by them, and not on the letter being 


’ 





posted. It could not, of course, be denied, after the decision in Duulop y, 
Higgins, that, where an offer had been made through the medium of the 
post, the contract was complete so soon as the acceptance of the offer was 
posted, but that decision was said to be inapplicable to the present case, 
inasmuch as the letter containing the offer was not sent by post to Birken- 
head, but handed to the plaintiff in the defendant’s office in Liverpool. 
The question therefore arose, in what circumstances the acceptance of an 
offer was to be regarded as complete as soon as it was posted. In the case 
of The Household Five Insurance Co. v. Grant (27 W. R. 858, 4 Ex. D. 216) 
3aggallay, L.J., said: ‘‘I think the principle established in Dwilop y. 
Higgins is limited in its application to cases in which, by reason of general 
usage, or of the relations between the parties to any particular transac- 
tions, or of the terms in which the offer is made, the acceptance of such an 
offer by the post is specifically or impliedly authorized.’’ And in the 
same case Thesiger, L.J., based his judgment on the defendant having 
made an application for shares under circumstances ‘‘ from which it must 
be implied that he authorized the company, in the event of their allotting 
the shares applied for, to send the notice of allotment by post.’’ The facts 
of that case were that the defendant had, in Swansea, where he resided, 
handed a letter of application to an agent of the company, their place of 
business being in London. From those circumstances the Lords Justices 
implied an authority to the company to accept the defendant’s offer to 
take shares through the medium of the post. Applying the law thus laid 
down by the Court of Appeal, his lordship thought that in the present 
case an authority to accept by post must beimplied. Though the plaintiff 
received the offer at the defendaants’ office in Liverpool he resided in 
another town, and it must have been in contemplation that he would take 
the offer, which by its terms was to remain open for some days, with him 
to his place of residence, and those who made the offer must have known 
that it would be according to the ordinary usages of mankind that, if he 
accepted, he should communicate by means of the post. His lordship was 
not sure that he should himself have regarded the doctrine that an accept- 
ance is complete as soon as the letter containing it is posted as resting 
upon an implied authority by the person making the offer to the person 
receiving it to accept by those means. He should prefer to state the rule 
thus: Where the circumstances are such that it must have been within the 
contemplation of the parties that, according to the ordinary usages of 
mankind, the post might be used as a means of communicating the accept- 
ance of an offer, the acceptance is complete as soon as it is posted. It 
mattered not in which way the proposition was stated, the present case 
was in either case within it. The learned Vice-Chancellor appeared to 
have based his decision to some extent on the fact that, before the accept- 
ance was posted, the defendants had sold the property to another person. 
The case of Dickenson v. Dodds (24 W. R. 594, 2 Ch. D. 463) was relied on 
in support of that defence. In that case, however, the plaintiff knew of 
the subsequent sale before he accepted the offer, which, in his lordship’s 
judgment, distinguished it entirely from the present case. For the reasons 
he had given his lordship thought the judgment must be reversed, and the 
usual decree for specific performance must be made. ‘I'he respondents 
must pay the costs of the appeal and of the action. 
Linney, L.J., concurred. 
Kay, L.J., in the course of a written judgment, said he thought it was 

a proper inference in the present case that the acceptance might be sent 
by post. Then, as to the effect of the letter of withdrawal, posted be- 
tween 12 and 1, and received in the evening, it had never been held that 
the doctrine applicable to a letter of acceptance was applicable to one of 
withdrawal. The person withdrawing was bound to bring his change of 
purpose to the knowledge of the other party, and, that not having been 
done in the present case till after the letter of acceptance was posted, it 
was too late.—Counse., Farwell, Q.C., and 7. Rk. Hughes; Neville, Q., 
and /’. 0. Lawrence. Sourcrrors, WW". C. Clennell, for G. Dalby, Birkenhead 

Kemble, Rose, §& Co., for Miller § Williamson, Liverpool. 


[Reported by Anrnurn Lawreyce, Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
Rte KEMEYS-TYNTE (Deceased)—North, J., 23rd March. 


Mininc Lease—Carirau, or I[xcomh—Tenant vor Livre—Serriep Lanp 
Act, 1882, ss. 11, 12. 


The testator, Colonel Kemeys-Tynte, who died in January, 1891, by his 
will devised certain property in Glamorganshire, of which he was owner in 
fee simple, to trustees upon trust for his second son for life, with re- 
mainders over. The tenants for life under the said will were impeachable 
for waste. ‘The testator during his life had entered into agreements to 
grant, and had granted, certain leases of minerals under the said property. 
‘Two of the intended leases were not, however, granted during the testator’s 
lifetime, but it was intended to grant them under the Settled Land Acts, 
1882-90. A dead rent had been paid and undergroynd workings carried 
on by adits from neighbouring mines for the purpose of getting at the 
minerals, which had not, however, yet been reached. ‘This was an origin- 
ating summons by the trustees of the will to have it determined who was 
entitled to the rents and royalties in respect of the said minerals. It was 
contended on behalf the trustees that the rents belonged to the inheritance, 
and that, under section 11 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, three-fourths of 
the rents should be set aside as capital. 

Noxtn, J.—The Settled Land Act, 1882, s. 12, provides that “ the 
leasing power of a tenant for life extends to the making of a lease for 
giving effect to a contract entered into by any of his predecessors in title 
for making a lease, which, if made by the predecessor, would have been 
binding on the successors in title.”’ Now, in the present case, the owner 
in fee entered into certain contracts tor granting leases, and, even assume 
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ing that they contained conditions which they could not have contained 
had they been made under the powers given by the Act, still, I think there 
is nothing in that to prevent the tenant for life carrying out, by virtue of 
the Act, the contract entered into by his predecessor, the tenant in fee. 
If, however, his predecessor had made the contract under the Act, he 
could only have done so in a special way as provided by the Act, and the 
present tenant for life, in consequence, could only have exercised his 
powers in that way. Now, as to the effect of the leases which have been 
granted. The lessees have got the leases and paid dead rents under them, 
but they have not yet reached the mines, which have never yet been 
opened. To whom, then, does this dead rent and the larger sums that 
will be payable as royalties belong? Is the tenant for life impeachable for 
waste entitled to them or not? In my opinion he is. Why should the 
right of the successor, the tenant for life, be less than that of his prede- 
cessor who granted the lease’ If, the day before the testator’s death, the 
workings had reached the coal, then the tenant for life would have been 
entitled. What difference in principle is there between the day before 
and the day after the death of the testator as regards the rights and 
obligations of the testator and his successor towards the lessees under 
contracts created before his death? Again, suppose trustees are given a 

wer of leasing under a will, does not the tenant for life get the rents? 
Much more, then, should he get them if the testator himself has contracted 
to grant the lease. Many authorities confirm this view of the case. His 
lordship then referred to Daly v. Beckett (5 W. R. 514, 24 Beav. 114), Earl 
Cowley v. Wellesley (14 W. R. 528, 35 Beav. 635), and Stoughton v. Leigh (1 
Taunt. 402), and declared that the rents and royalties payable under the 
leases and agreement for leases were receivable as income and rents and 
profits for the purposes of the will.—Counsgx, Everitt, Q.C., and Kingdon ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis. Soxicrrors, Baker, Folder, § 
Upperton. 

- Reported by C. F. Duncay, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MARQUIS OF STAFFORD ». DUKE OF SUTHERLAND—North, J., 4th, 
18th, and 29th March. 


Tenant ror Lire wirnovur ImreacuMENT or WastE—OnrNAMENTAL TIMBER 
—Eavirarte Waste. 

This was a motion by the plaintiffs in the action, the tenant for life in 
remainder, the tenant in tail, and the trustees of the settled estate, to 
restrain, until the trial of the action, the tenant for life without impeach- 
ment of waste of the settled estate from felling certain trees in four woods 
in Trentham Park and its vicinity, known as Highgreaves Wood, Han- 
church Hill Wood, Beech Cliffe Wood, and the Toft Pool Plantation. It 
was alleged for the plaintiffs that the trees felled and intended to be 
felled were ornamental timber; the defendant, on the other hand, 
contended that the said trees had never been impressed with the character 
of ornamental timber in the legal sense, having neither been planted or 
left standing for ornament by an absolute owner of the property, and that, 
therefore, the doctrine of equitable waste did not apply, and that the 
cutting and intended cutting of the said trees was in accordance with 
good forestry. Since the beginning of the last century until the present 
day the only time during which any person could absolutely dispose of the 
property was between 1809 and 1833. 

Norrtn, J., said the law on the subject was clearly settled. It was 
settled that the person who is owner of an estate in fee, or has an absolute 
power of dealing with the fee, has not only power to limit the devolution of 
the estate, but is entitled to some extent to fix and designate in what way 
the person entitled for the time being to the enjoyment of the estate may 
use it. Such absolute owner may say that the person entitled to possession 
for the time being shall be impeachable for waste; that he cannot fell 
timber except for the limited purposes of repairing the property ; and that 
he cannot open mines or do other acts of a similar nature. That principle 
goes so far that an owner in fee, subject to an executory gift over, may be 
made impeachable for waste. A settlement may, on the other hand, be 
so made that the successive limited owners are unimpeachable for waste, 
and may open mines and cut timber, subject to an important exception 
that the person who is limited owner in possession, though unimpeachable 
for waste, will be restrained from making what the courts of equity con- 
sider an unconscionable use of his power to commit waste—that is to say, 
he will be restrained from committing equitable waste. The court will 
restrain such limited owner from cutting timber or trees that have been 
planted or allowed to continue growing for the purpose of ornament by the 
person who had the absolute power of disposing of the estate. It was not 
sufficient that the trees should have been planted or allowed to remain as 
ornamental by a predecessor who had a limited interest only, for he could 
no more impose upon his successor what is ornamental than he could alter 
the devolution of the estate. Again, the question was not whether the 
growing timber was in fact ornamental, but whether the settlor, whatever 
his standard of taste was, had impressed that character upon them. His 
lordship then referred to the judgments of Turner, V.C., in Marker v. 
Marker (9 Hare, 17), and in Micklethwaite v. Micklethwaite (5 W. R. 640, 1 
De G. & J. 524), and to the judgment of Lord Eldon in Wombwell v. 
Belasyse (6 Ves, jun. 110a), and said that he considered on the evidence a 
prima facie case had been made out that certain trees in the Toft Pool 
Plantation and certain trees bordering drives in the remaining woods 
were of an ornaniemtal character, but that otherwise the defendant could 
not be interfered with by the court in their general management. His 
lordship refused to believe that there was any mala fides on the part of the 
defendant, and, on an undertaking being given on behalf of the defendant 
not to cut, pending the trial, any of the trees with regard to which a 
prima facie case had been made out, and only to thin the remaining parts of 
the woods in the ordinary course, the plaintiffs giving a counter under- 


taking as to damages, dismissed the motion.—Counss., Sir Horace Davey, ! 





Q.C., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Jason Smith; Rigby, Q.C., Everitt, Q.C., 
and Hadley. Soxtcrroxs, Taylor, Son, & Humbert ; Gadsden §& Treherne. 
[Reported by C. F. Duncan, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
GORDON v. WILLIAMSON—19th March. 


Merroprouis MANAGEMENT — VESTRYMAN — QUALIFICATION — RaTING AND 
OccuPATION—ASCERTAINMENT OF RateEante VatvE—Merroports Locau 
MANAGEMENT Acts, 1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 120), s. 6, anv 1856 (19 & 20 
Vict. c. 112), s. 8. 

The question in this case was whether the defendant was duly qualified 
to act as a vestryman, he being the occupier of a part (found by the jury 
to be of a rateable value of over £40 per annum) of Yeoman “ve in respect of 
the whole of which he was rated at £125 perannum. The action was brought 
to recover penalties against the defendant for having acted and voted as a 
vestryman without being duly qualified. The Metropolis Management 
Act, 1855, provides (section 6) thata vestry “‘ shall consist of persons rated 
or assessed to the relief of the poor upon a rental of not less than forty 
pounds per annum, and no person shall be capable of acting or being 
elected as one of such vestry for any parish unless he be the occupier of a 
house, lands, tenement, or hereditament in such parish, and be rated or 
assessed as aforesaid upon such rental as afvuresaid within such parish,”’ 
and (section 54) that ‘‘any person who acts as a member of any such 
vestry as aforesaid without being qualified by rating and occupation as 
required by this Act shall for every such offence be liable to a penalty of 
fifty pounds.’”” The Metropolis Management Act, 1856, s. 8, provides that 
‘‘the amount specified in the column headed ‘ rateable value ’ shall be deemed 
the ‘rental ’’’ for the purposes of the‘Act of 1855. Im the present case 
the sum appearing under the heading ‘‘ rateable value’’*was £125 in 
respect of the whole premises. The defendant did not occupy the whole 
premises, but only a part, which was not separately rated, but which the 
jury found to be of a rateable value of £40. They also found that he had 
acted as a vestryman on five occasions. 

Denman, J., delivered a considered judgment, in the course of which he 
said :—The defendant has acted as a vestryman on five occasions, and the 
question is whether penalties were recoverable, notwithstanding the finding 
of the jury. I think they were. In the case of Mogg v. Clark (15 Q. B. 
D. 82) it was held that there must be both rating and occupation by the 
party to the required amount to entitle him to be elected as a vestryman, 
and that the qualification was not acquired where either requirement was 
wanting, and so in the case of The Queen v. Soutter (1891, 1 Q. B. 57). 
The point now raised was not decided in either of these cases, but the lan- 
guage of Lord Esher in the latter can hardly be reconciled with any other 
view than that he considered it a necessary condition of the qualification 
that the party must be both occupier and rated in respect of the same 
premises. In the cases cited the attention of the court was not called to 
the definition of the word ‘‘rental’’ in section 8 of the Act of 1856, 
which appears to me to amount to an enactment that the ‘* rateable value,”’ 
as it appears in the rate-book, shall be the only evidence of the rateable 
value of the premises, and only evidence of their value as a whole, and 
that, if there be no separate rateable value of the premises occupied, there 
is no evidence of the amount of the rental of the —— occupied by the 
party rated. The object was to provide that the party to be quali ed 
should be able to point to the rate-book, and the rate-book only, as evi- 
dence of the sufficiency of his qualification as regards ‘“‘rental’’ or 
‘* rateable value ’’ of the ng ng which he occupies, and that by mixing 
up other premises which he does not occupy with those which he does 
occupy in the rate-book one of the very conditions of his qualification fails. 
The section referred to enacts that the amount specified in the column headed 
‘* rateable value ’’ shall bedeemed the “‘ rental ’’for the purposes of the earlier 
Act, which says that the vestryman must be rated upon a rental of not less 
than £40—(i.e., after the later Act on a rateable value as shewn in the column 
of the rate-book)—and that he must be occupier of a house or tenement 
‘*ratedon such rentalas aforesaid,’’ which means thatthe rateable value of tge 
premises he occupies shall appear in the rate-book and be the evidence of the 
rental of such premises ; and that it is not intended that a person should be 
able to make out a qualification in a case where he has been rated only in the 
lump for premises which he does occupy and others which are occupied by 
other people, by calling witnesses to shew that if he had been rated for 
the premises he occupies ~~ ought to be rated at £40 or upwards. I have 
ascertained by inquiry that this was the view taken by the Court of Appeal 
in the case cited ; and this case afforded an illustration of the inconveni- 
ence which any other view would involve—an expensive inquiry into 
‘* rateable value.”’ I am therefore of opinion that the plaintiff is entitled 
to judgment in respect of the five votes proved, and I give judgment for 
him for £250.—Cocnser, J. BA. Bankes and Thomas ; Channell, Q.C., and 
Wedderburn, Sorrerrors, Oldfield, Barirwm, § Co. > H. B. Wedlake. 


| Reported by T. R. C. Du, Rarrister-at-Law.! 


LYON +, GREENHOW—25th March. 


LANDLORD AND TRNANT—CovVENANT To PAY ASsSESSMENTS—PAYMENT POR 
connection or Sawer wrre Mary Drary—Laanrirry. 


In this case the defendant was the tenant in ocoupation, and the plaintiff 
was mortgagee in possession, of a house at Esher. lease, of which the 
defendant was , contained a covenant by the tenant to pay ‘‘alj 
rates, taxes, and assessments whatsoever, which now are, or during th 
said term shall be, imposed or assessed upon the said premises, or th 
landlord or tenant in respect thereof, by au ity of Parliament ar other 
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wise (ex the landlord’s property tax),’’ and also to ‘“‘ make, uphold, 
support, clean and repair, and keep in repair all sewers, drains, cesspools, 
necessaries, privies, vaults, and other easements belonging to the said 

ises.’’ In December, 1890, the Kingston Union Sanitary Authority 
served upon the plaintiff a notice under section 94 of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, requiring him to abate a nuisance caused by pumping sewage 
from a ol on the premises. In default of compliance with this notice 
the sanitary authority abated the nuisance by connecting the sewers of the 
house with the main drain, and the plaintiff (under threat of p ings 
being taken for its summary recovery) paid the cost of the work, £68 10s., 
to the sanitary authority. The plaintiff, relying on the covenants in the 
lease, now sought to recover that sum from the defendant as money paid 
on his behalf. It was contended that the payment for the drainage work 
came under the words ‘‘ assessments imposed or assessed upon the premises 
or the landlord or tenant in respect thereof.’’ ‘The following cases were 
referred to :—Thompson v. Lapworth (16 W. R. 312, L. R.3 C. P. 149), 
Hartley v. Hudson (4 C. P. D. 367), Budd v. Marshall (5 C. P. D. 481), 
Tidsiell v. Whitworth (15 W. R. 427, L. R.2C. P. 326), Crosse v. Raw 
(23 W. R. 6, L. R. 9 Ex. 209), Rawlins v. Briggs (27 W. R. 138, 3 C. P. 
D. 368), Wilkinson v.Collyer (32 W. R. 614, 13 Q. B. D. 1). 

A. L. Ssrrn, J., considered that the money was paid by the plaintiff 
under compulsion either under section 23 or section 94 of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, and that he was the owner of the premises within the meaning of 
section 4. But the question was whether the payment which he had been 
compelled to make to connect the sewers of the house with the main drain 
was an “‘ assessment ’’ within the covenant in the lease. His lordship then 
considered the cases which had been cited, and said that there was no 
authority in which the tenant had been held liable upon words such as 
those in the present lease. Im all the cases in which the tenant had been 
held liable there were words which were not to be found in the lease in 
question, and he did not think the words in the present case were sufficient. 
As to the argument that the tenant was liable under his covenant to 
** make ’’ sewers and drains, he did not think that that was sufficient to 
make him liable for the sum paid by the plaintiff in the circumstances of 
the present case, and no authority was cited in support of that contention. 
The words of that covenant did not include the making of a new drain. 
Judgment for the defendant.—Cotnset, Marchant and A. J. Ram; Lumley 
Smith, Q.C.,and W. Wills. Sorscrrors, Gedge, Kirby, & Millett ; J. Plaskett. 

(Reported by T. R. C. Drit, Barrister-at-Law. 








os The reference in the report of London and Universal Bank: v. Clancarty 
(ante, p. 364) to 7 Will. 4 & 1 Vict. c. 80 should have been to 3 & 4 Will. 
4, c. 42, s. 28. 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
THE HEREFORDSHIRE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held at the Law 
itution, Hereford, on the 22nd of February, when there were present : 
—Mr. A. Temple (president), Mr. W. J. Humfrys (vice-president), Messrs. 
W. M. Akerman, H. C. Beddoe, C. B. Beddoe, J. Corner, A. J. Corner, 
T. G. Chance, G. Davies, F. R. James, J. G. James, J. H. Jacob, J. 
Lambe, T. Llanwarne, A. H. Matthews, M. J. G. Scobie, J. F. Symonds, 
E. L. Wallis, C. D. Andrews, F. 8. Collins, G. H. Page, C. E. Lilley, and 
J. R. Symonds (hon. sec-) The minutes of the last general meeting were 
read, confirmed, and signed. The report of the committee for the past year 
was received and adopted, The accounts for the year ending the 31st of 


December, 1891, an a ct of which had been printed and circulated with 
the report, was = ho 
Resolved—on the motion of Mr. J.G. James, seconded by Mr. J. Corner, 


that Mr. W. J. Humfrys be elected president. 

Also, on the motion of Mr. J. Lambe, seconded by Mr. H. C. Beddoe, 
that Mr. Llanwarne be elected vice-president. 

Mr. J. R. Symonds was re-elected as hon. secretary and treasurer. 

The following were elected as the committee :—Messrs. H. C. Beddoe, 
J. Corner, J. Gwynne James, Scobie, Wallis, Page, F. S. Collins, W. 

, Andrews, and Temple. 

Mr. V. C. Jones, Presteign, was duly elected a member of the society. 

Legal Education in the Provinces.—A letter was read, dated the 14th of De- 
cember, 1891, from the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society, inviting 
the opinion of the society on this subject. Resolved—‘‘ That in towns 
where law classes are not held, a regular course of study by means of 
te per in connection with the law classes in London might be 

with adventage to the law students resident in such towns.”’ 

The ing are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members .— e members were elected during the year, and one has 
resigned, making the total at the commencement of the year fifty, as 

inst forty-nine last year. 

Public Trustee Bill.—The Bill introduced by the Government last session 
was not proceeded with, but an intimation has been received from the 
Incorporated Law Society to the effect that in all probability a similar Bill 
will be introduced this seesion. The council of that spciety have drafted 
a Bill, the principle of which is to appoint a public trustee who 
shall be merely 2 receptacle for trust funda and not have any adminis- 
trative powers unless directly #0 empowered by the testator or instrument 
creating the trust, and this society was invited to attend a conference in 
London upon such draft Vill on the 4rd inst. The committee passed the 
resolution set out below, but as the Liverpool and some other incorporated 
law socictics declined to attend this « mce until after the meeting of 








the Associated Law Societies, and as, moreover, the day fixed was a v 
inconvenient one, Mr. Humfrys, the delegate selected to attend the con. 
ference, did not attend it. As was anticipated, the conference wag 
adjourned till the afternoon of Friday, 19th inst., after the meeting of 
the Associated Law Societies, which is fixed for the afternoon of the same 
day. It is hoped that arrangements will be made for this society to be 
represented both at the meeting of the Associated Law Societies and at the 
conference, and that the society will learn at the meeting on Monday the 
outcome of both these meetings. The committee consider the matter to 
be one of great importance, and the progress of any Bill which may be 
introduced by the Government should be watched with great care, and 
any attempt to carry out an extension of the system of “ officialism” 
strenuously resisted. The resolution above referred to is in the following 
terms :—Resolved—‘‘ That we doubt the policy of preparing or promoting 
any Bill. That any Bill for the appointment of a public trustee should 
(a) Make his appointment optional on the part of the testator or settlor. 
(4) Limit his authority so that he may not invest or vary investments, 
except with the authority of the other trustees, if any, or of the competent 
beneficiaries if no other trustee. (c) Make it compulsory upon him to 
adopt any authorized investments directed by the other trustees, if any. 
(2d) Preclude him from actively interfering in the trusts if other trustees 
exist and are willing to act. That it is not desirable to oppose a Bill for 
the appointment of a public trustee embodying the above principles, but 
rather to criticize and regulate its provisions.’’ 

Circuit system.—The commi were asked by the Incorporated Law 
Society to express an opinion upon the evils attending the present circuit 
system and the suggested remedies, and a reply was sent to the effect 
that any attempt to revert to the former system of grouped assizes for 
criminal business would meet with uncompromising opposition from this 
society, and that it by no means favoured the suggestion for grouping 
civil business at different centres, as it would be more satisfactory for 
trials to take place in London, or for greater facilities to be given for 
trials in county courts. 

The Incorporated Law Society, U.K.—The president, Mr. Melmoth Walters, 
having issued a special appeal to all non-members to join this society so 
as to make it thoroughly representative, your committee most heartily 
support it, and have directed a special circular to be addressed to all their 
members not already members of that society, asking them to take this 
opportunity of joining. As the subscription is but 10s. per annum, it is 
difficult to understand why any of our members should not belong con- 
sidering the benefits derived from membership. We again desire to 
testify to the importance of the work done by the council in the interests 


| of the profession, and we consider that the policy adopted by the council 
| of consulting the provincial law societies upon the more important ques- 
| tions is specially worthy of commendation. 


Offcialism.—The committee desire to call the attention of members to 
the recent pamphlet issued by the Incorporated Law Society, embodying 
a report of a special committee as to recent and possible future extensions 
of officialism. There may be room for difference of opinion as to some of 
the conclusions of the committee, but the paper contains a masterly dis- 
cussion of the recent attempts to introduce a system of officialism into the 
conduct of all legal business, including the private affairs of individuals, 
and is well worthy of careful study by members of the profession and also 
by their clients. 

Notaries.—Your committee were invited by the Incorporated Law Society 
to express an opinion upon the Notaries Bill as introduced in the House 
of Lords in 1884, the effect of which was to bring the admission of notaries 
under the control of the Law Society, and we reported that we considered 
the change of law proposed by the Bill would be desirable, but that 
the matter is not urgent. 


THE SMALL HOLDINGS BILLS. 


(1) Smavi AcricutturaL Hoxipines Brit. (2) Saati Hoxprnes Brix, 
Tue following is the report of a committee of the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society :— 

Bill (1) is a Government Bill, having the same general object as Mr. 
Jesse Collings’ Small Holdings Bill of last session, on which a committee 
of the council reported. The Bill appears to be well drawn. It does not 
propose to give any compulsory powers for the acquisition of land, and the 
committee see no point to which it is necessary to call the attention of the 
council, except the provision, clause 5, sub-section 7, that the county 
council shall guarantee the title of a small holding to the purchaser, and 
that the remedy of any person claiming by a title paramount to the title 
of the county council shall be in damages only. This appears to the com- 
mittee, as a similar proposal in Mr. Jesse Collings’ Bill of last year 
sone to the council, to be objectionable. The paramount owner 
should be entitled to recover possession of his land, and compensation 
should be made by the county council to the dispossessed purchaser. 

Bill (2). The Small Holdings Bill is introduced by Mr. Jesse Collings, 
and is a reprint of his Bill of last session, on which a report was made by 
a committee and adopted by the council. The present Bill reproduces 
even the mistakes of last year’s Bill, although attention ways called to them 
in the report above mentioned. It is probable that portions of this Bill 
will be moved in committee as amendments to the Government Bill, and 
it is therefore recommended that a copy of the report of last year be 
handed to the Right Honourable H. H. Fowler and Sir Albert K. Rollit, 
with a request that they will endeavour to get the suggestions of the 
council adopted. 





The Evidence in Criminal Cases Bill was read a second time in the House 
of Commons on the 28th ult. 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mir. Henry Joun Apx1n, solicitor, 10, Finsbury-square, E.C., has been 
mppintes a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Adkin was admitted in August, 


Mr. Vincent Avoustin Apputy, solicitor, 5, John-street, Adelphi, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Applin was admitted in 
March, 1880. 

Mr. Arruvur Davin Brooks, solicitor, Birmingham, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Brooks was admitted in January, 1886, 
after having passed the Final Examination with honours. 


Mr. ALrrep Wrii11aM Cuvps, solicitor, Malmesbury, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chubb was admitted in March, 1885. 


Mr. Artuur Wiii1am Berney Drummonpn, solicitor, Croydon, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Drummond was admitted in 
Trinity, 1871. 

Mr. Artuur Encutsu, solicitor, Whitby, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. English was admitted in February, 1881. 

Mr. Morris Narraut Fvuuer, solicitor, 79, Borough High-street, South- 
wark, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Fuller was 
admitted i in January, 1886. 

Mr. Joun Hernert Gameson, solicitor, Devonport, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Gameson was admitted in December, 1885. 


Mr. Davin Jonzs, solicitor, Llanrwst, has been appointed a Commissioner 
for Oaths. Mr. Jones was admitted in March, 1886 


Mr. Rozert Marsuatt, M.A., solicitor, Croydon, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Marshall was admitted in January, 1879. 

Mr. Tuomas Mucxatr, B.A., LL.M., solicitor, Milnthorpe, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Muckalt was admitted in July, 

885. 

Mr. Hetxy Owen, B.A. Camb., solicitor, Huddersfield, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Owen was admitted in 
November, 1885. 

Mr. Warren Heaves Prrman, solicitor, 14, Clement’s-lane, E.C., has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Pitman was admitted in 
December, 1883. 

Mr. James Witu1am Porter, solicitor, Colchester, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Potter was admitted in February, 1882. 
He is clerk to commissioners for land tax and general purposes. 

Mr. Luywarcn Reynoups, B.A., solicitor, Merthyr Tydvil, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Reynolds was admitted in 
September, 1884. 


Mr. Henry Astiey Rozerts, B.A. Lond., solicitor, 29, Bedford-row, 
W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Roberts was 
admitted in November, 1884. 


Mr. Joun Henry Srockpatz, solicitor, Smethwick, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Stockdale was admitted in August, 1887. 


Mr. Artuvur Davis Tuorpe, solicitor, Hastings, has been —_* 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Thorpe was admitted in July, 1885. 


Mr. Cuartes Wieay, M.A. Oxon, solicitor, 3, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wigan was admitted in 
February, 1885. 

Mr. Joun James Wi..tamson, solicitor, Deal, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Williamson was admitted in August, 1885. 


Mr. Witi1am Percy Cocan Wits, solicitor, Uxbridge, has been 
ee a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Wills was admitted in 
ovember, 1883. 


Mr. Grorce E. Sotomon, of 7, Crutched-friars, Mark-lane, E.C., and 
West Hampstead, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths and 
Evidence in the Supreme Courts of Ceylon, the Gold Coast Colony, and 
the Bahamas Islands respectively. 


GENERAL. 


Mr. Moses Bennett, of the firm of Cherer, Bennett, & Davis, died on 
Wednesday from congestion of the lungs. The deceased, who was a 
familiar figure in the Law Courts, had held the position of shorthand 
writer to the courts for over fifty years. He was three times elected pre- 
sident of the Institute of Shorthand Writers, and was one of the short- 
hand writers in the celebrated Tichborne case. 

The Law Quarterly Review for April will contain :—Villainage in England, 
by C. Elton, Q.C., M.P.; The Reform of Le Administration: An 
Unauthorized Programme, by Thomas Snow; Malice in the Law of Torts, 
by W. E. Ormsby (judge of the High Court, Travancore) ; Registration of 

tle and Forged Transfers, by John R. Adams; The Final Act of the 
French Copper Ring Drama, by Malcolm McIlwraith ; Cross-Examination : 
A Socratic gment, by Edward Manson ; and The Supreme Court of the 
United States, by the Editor. 

The 7imes says that Mr, J. H. Ferris, a solicitor of Truro, and _deputy- 
coroner of Cornwall, committed suicide over his wife's grave at Truro on 
Saturday. Mrs. Ferris died about. two months ago, and Mr, Ferris had 
been in a very despondent frame of mind since her decease. On Saturday 
he shot himself while lying on her grave. He was a member of the City 








Council, a lieutenant of the Truro Veluntoms, and was quail 
respected by the inhabitants of the city and neigh hbourhood. 

It has been finally decided, says a correspondent of the Times, that 
American charches may import men from other countries. Some 
months ago the Episcopal Church of Holy Trinity, New York, was 
prosecuted under the Alien Contract Labour Law for engaging the Rev. 
E. Walpole Warren in England to be rector. = United States Circuit 
Court in New York fined the church 1,000 dols. On appeal, the Supreme 
Court at Washington has reversed this decision, aring that the con- 
tract between the vestry and Mr. Warren does not violate the spirit of 
the law. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Recistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Appeat Court Mr. Justite Mr. Justice 
. No. 2. Currry. Norra. 
Monday, April 4 Mr. Leach Mr. Bolt Mr. i 
Tuesday 5 Godfrey Lavie 
Rolt i 
Lavie 
Rolt i 
Farmer Lavie 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Srreiine. KeExkewicn Romer. 
4 Mr. Beal Mr. Ward Mr. Jackson 
5 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
6 Beal Ward Jackson 
ay Pugh Pemberton 
i . 8 Beal Ward Jackson 
ia of Pugh Pemberten Clowes 








Wakrsino To tntespinc House Puncuasers & Lessres.—Before purchasing or renting 
Am heed mys entilation Co Oo Oh, ant the Motemclosnal Ofee V a 

Victoria-st., 
Westuunste r (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cfiices, &c.—[ Apvt.] 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fnripay, March 25 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luurtep ix Cuancery. 
AnGio-CoLosiaL SynpIicaTte, ———— are required, on or before May 9, to 


= gk ep me py an of their — claims, to George 
enry Atkinson Champneys, 6, G all chmbrs, Basing- 
hall st. Bourne, Basi st, solor for liquidators . ” 


Bowp ButLpine yo PY uiTED—Petn for up presented March 22, directed to 
be heard on April 2. Rawlings, Walbrook, tor petning creditors. Notice of 
appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 1 

Compaeyiz GeyxeraLe pes Hansow Caps A Panis, Lowrep —Creditors are uired, oa or 
before May 9, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of r debts or 

claims, to Charles Baker; 21, Queen Victoria st. Hadden & Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn, 
solors for liquidator 


ea Assets Purcuase Co, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 10, to 
ond O their names and addresses, and the of their debts or to William 

~— Carr, _——— House, ument ’ 

enna. arpDixE, & Co, Lnorsp—Creditors are required to lodge their claims on or 
before May 7. TW Beowart, 150 i Se, See. eee 

Macmanon’s Patent Execrric Cugck System, 
before May 4, to names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Percy Travers Travers, 27, Albemarle st Gush & Co, Finsbury circus, solors 
for the liquidator 

Passpure Grains Syxpicats, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 4, to 
send their names ad and the of their debts or claims, to Richard 
Warner and Richard Rowe, 32, Walbrook. Gush & Co, —— cireus, solors for the 





liquidators 
ae Reer Gotp Mistve Co, = dit on or before May 9, to send 
their names and the particulars ry or claims, to Frederick 


and i 
George Painter, 19, Coleman st. Bourne, Basinghall st, 5. liquidator 
Suarre Brotners, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or t 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Robert 
Taylor Carr, Monument yard. —— College hill, solor for liqui 
Srramsurr * Camponra,” Liwrrep— ae mt 
their names and the particulars of thei or claims, to Bateson & Co, 
14, Castle st, Liverpool, solors for liquidators 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Frsxpiy Sociery or Tar Cuargt Revat Foxp Socurry, St James's Palace. March 25 
New Friexvty Socirry, Board School, Lianllyfni, Per Carnarvon. March 22 
Poor May’s Friexp Lopes, Angel Inn, Turkey st, Keighley, York March 22 
London Gazetie.—Tussvay, March 
JOINT STOCK c OMPANTES. 
Liwrrep In CHANCERY. 
Mexican Everts Syxpicats, Laartep—Creditors res in the United Kingdom are re- 
quired, on or baiees See oS and creditors elsewhere on or before Jume 16, to send 
t heir names and addresses, and the « i Wilham 
orice, 61 and 68, Broad st avenue, 


Panagox be tg age = eas ~ directed to be heard 
on Satu: April Algar, Abchw lane, solor petners. Notice appearing 
snunt reach the be not later than 6 o'clock in the of 2 : 8 


Quvapaurie Detivery Macaiye Co, Linrrep <n en ee, monn, = ol Mary 16, 
to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Daniel 
Watney. » 125, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Van Densax® s Lanp Mryenars Co, Lourro—Creditors are ry74 on or before August 
14, to send their names addresses, and the ee & SS 
‘Thomas Dyer Edwantes, William Henry w, Charles Geangre Hale, and Thomas 
James Reeves, 31, Finsbury cireus. Bircham & Co, Ola Broad st, salors for liq aidators 


CREDITORS? NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Chane, 


ondon Gazette. —Turspay, Maro 14. 
Amisox, Josrrn, neiieer ‘atte China Manufacturer March #8 Hawley & Jackson 
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Burcu, Saran, Small Heath, Birmingham April 23 Reece & Co, Birmingham 


Buiacxmone, James Tuomas, Sevenoaks, Kent, Doctor of Medicine April 21 Hextall, 
ing st, Cheapside - oi 
Bisnop, Joun Bavutcn, Scylla rd, Peckham rye, retired Minister of the Gospel 
Ww 


. leman st 

Browse, Lovisa E:.en, Cornwall rd, Bayswater April 30 Hughes & Bartlett, Lincoln’s 
inn fiel 

Drruax, Mary Ans, Erlstoke Park, nr Devizes April 30 Wilkinson & Son, Bermondsey st 


Exus, Josern Suarrr, Hoxton st, Clerk in Holy Orders April 20 Ridley, Leadenhall st 
Frevprxe, Apranam, Southport, Gent May 2 Thompson & Craven, Preston 

Fry, Evizasetu Sxarpoy, Chester Apris Fry & Hudson, Hart st, Mark lane 

Gaztos, Cuar.es, Bristol, Brewer Apri2 Fussell & Co, Bristol 

Gascoreye, Isaac, Bloxham, Oxon, Shoemaker Apr? Pellatt, Banbury 

Gower, Jonx Epwarp Levesox, Wokingham, Berks Apri5 Beaumont & Son, Lincoln’s 


April 23 


inn 
Heurver, Aurzep, Tatsfield, Surrey Apr 23 Worrell, Coleman st 
Hess, Jous, Biggleswade, Beds, Innkeeper Apr 16 Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 
Hopextssos, Sanan, Maverton rd, Old Ford Apr 12 Holmes & Son, Clement's lane, 
Lom 


st . 
Hewt, Frepericx, Goldsmith pl, Kilburn, Gent Apri Bullen, Cheapside 
Jerusox, Mary, Oxford April 30 Ley & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Layo, Janes, Ladlow, Salop, Draper April9 Thacker & Co, Cheadle, Stoke on Trent 


Lawuess, Jonx, The Crescent, Kingsland rd, Gent May 12 Scott, Coleman st 
Ley, Exu:zanera Nortucotre, Corrom, Harrow April 30 Ley & Co, Carey st, Lin- 

coln’s inn . 
April 18 Shakespear, 


Lrrrox, Rt Hon Eowanp Rosert Lytrox, Earl of, Ambassador 
ohn st, Bedford row : 
Mvrrar, Axprew, Plymouth, retired Deputy Inspector-General of Hospitals 
& Loye, Plymouth : 
Nava, Guiserrr, Farringdon st, Restaurateur April13 Ridley, Leadenhall st 
Neave, Wiri1ax Frese, Cheapside, Solicitor May 20 Blachford & Co, Abchurch lane 
Pusu, As<, Addison ri North April6 Upton & Co, Bedford row 
Reep, Jauzs, Whitehaven, Gent April 2) Howson, Whitehaven 


May 1 





Respe.r, Wiiusay, Langford pl, 8t John’s Wood, Jobmaster Apr 2) Flegg & Son, 
Pountney hill 
Riesy. Wiiu1am, Longsight, Manchester, Woollen Merchant Apr 20 Tallent-Bateman, 


Rostysox, Exzza, Traffic st, Derby 
Rosrxsos, Fraxces, St Helen’s, Lancs Apr26 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helen’s 
Bostssos, Sanan, St Helen’s Apr27 Ansdell & Eccles, St Helen's 

Satwoxs, Wirii1am Hexer, Drummond rd, Bermondsey, Chemical Merchant 


Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand ‘ - 
Scort, Bexsaurx, Guil l, Chamberlain of the City May 12 Shepheards, Finsbury cir 


Saeruzazp, Feaxcis, Bridgnorth, Salop April15 Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars 
Sovrnas, Exizazetu, Stratford upon Avon Slatter & Co, Stratford upon Avon 
Srzepuas, Canourse, Norwich Mayi1 Bignold, Norwich 

Sreaswarrt, Evwrs, Halifax, Gent March 3) 
Srosz, Joux, Dukinfield, co Chester, Buyer April 1¢ 


May 10 J & W H Sale, Derby 


May 20 


April 22 


Storey & Co, Halifax 
Widdows, Manchester 


Virrzzp0s, Masia, Belgrave = April9 Arnold & White, Great Marlborough st 
Wann, Wriiian, Sheffield, Gent May1 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 


Wratssos, Ceanies, Crystal Palace parade, Upper Norwood April 21 Young & Sons, 
Mark lane 


Wisser, Hesey Jous, Stockbroker April 2 Davies, Brewer st, Golden sq 
. Mar. 18. 

Peac 
Brown & Brown, Deal 
Kiteons & Co, Torquay 


London Gazttte.—¥F 
Ass, Grorse Crarpivs, Maida vale, Exq May 14 
Baxzz, Asx Bercuze, Deal, Kent April 19 
Batson, Joux Astuoxsy, Torquay, Gent April 19 
Barrr, Cuazies, Shefficid, Steel Manager Aprilié Clegg & Sons. Sheffield 
Bazetr, Hazerer, Dover May7 Lewis & Pain, Dover 
Bazzetry, Masts, Dover May7 Lewis & Pain, Dover 
Bazect, Sazaz Sturxcee. Dover May7 Lewis & Pain, Dover 
Beazcer, Janes, Claughton, Birkenheai, Ship Owner Mayi Hill 
Buex, Atrezp Jeesz, Trefnant, nr Denbigh, Ee; April » 
Basorr, Wrizisu, High «, Stoke Newington, Cheesemonger April #) 


«xk, South eq, Gray’s inn 


& Co, Liverpool 
Davies, Denbigh 


May & Co, 


Basxeior, Taoxas, Bolton, Wine Merchant May i2 Greenhalgh & Cannon, Bolton 
Crazatz, Jazz, Hungry, Benticy, Derby Aprilis Holland & Rigby, Ashbourne 


Cratres, Sir Oscazn Moonr Passer, C.B., C-MLG., Harley ot, Doctor of Medicine April 
Wife & Co, Belfort row a ; . 

Cuametos, Wattre, Hastings. Fa, April2 Phelps & Co, Gresham « 

Croziez, Loca Camenise, Leanore Lodge, Twickenham Apri) 2) Burridge & Co, 
Shattetbvary, Dore 


DaruinGron, Evizasetu, St Helen’s April 20 Barrow & Cook, St Helen’s 

Davies, Henry Tuomas, Lower Addiscombe, Surrey May1 Learoyd & Co, Coleman st 

De Powtiexy, Victor Dumazet, Belvedere rd, Upper Norwood, Esq Apr 20 Johnson 
& Son, Gray’s inn sq 

Dent, Joun, Fitzroy sq, Esq Apri4 Jennings & Finch, Gray’s inn sq 

Drake, Frances Louisa, St Leonard’s on Sea Apri15 Smith & De Zoete, Finsbury cir 

Drury, Tuomas, Louth, Lincs, Gent Apr19 Forman, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Drynan, Mary Any, Erlstoke Park, nr Devizes, Wilts Apr 30 Wilkinson & Son, Ber. 
mondsey st 

atock, Tuomas, Bury, Carter Apr 30 Wallis, Bury 

Evans, Ricuarp, Penrose st, Walworth, retired Builder May1 Haines, Serjeant’s inn, 
Fleet st 

Forey, Evizaseru Aveusta, East Molesey, Surrey April 30 Western & Sons, Essex st, 
Strand 

Gittpee, Maria Jane, Barby, co Northampton April15 Harris & Sons, Rugby 

Greepy, Bexvamin, Windsor, Gent April 30 Durant, Windsor 

Hatt, Henny, Sheffield, Joiner May1 Taylor, Sheftield 

Haut, Jane, Bromsgrove, Wores April 14 Pratt, Bilston 

Hartiey, Anruony, Sheffield, Mechanic May 1 Taylor, Sheffield 

Harper, Josepu, Denmark terrace, Turnham Green, Gent June 1 

Hawkivs, Cartes Eowarp, New sq, Lincoln’s inn, Barrister at law 
Norfolk st, Strand 

Hitz, Witiiam Burniner, Southport, retired Draper April11 Ripley, Rochdale 

April 30 Baileys & Co, Berners st 

Honenx.toue LaGensurG, His Serene Highness Prince Victor of, St James’s Palace April 
15 Broughton & Co, Great Marlborough st 

Hve.stox, Cuaries, Birmingham April 30 Tyler, Birmingham 

JARDINE, WitL1aM, jun, Newcastle upon Tyne, Draper April 16 Davidson & Barker, 
South Shields and Jarrow 

Lanper, Ricuarp Ssiru, John st, Bedford row, Architect May 1 Rooke & Sons, Lin- 
coln’s inn fields 

Lewis, Marcarer, Oswestry, Salop June1 Minshalls & Parry-Jones, Oswestry 

LiEwe.tys, Mary Mayow, Witheridge, Devon April16 Bremridge & Luke, Exeter 

Liorp, Mary Exizasetu, Cheltenham May17 W & H Bishop, Hanley 

Lox.ey, Joun, Cheapside, Solicitor April 25 Robinson & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Mavocks, Jous Epwarp, Lliay Hall, co Denbigh, Esq March 31 Barker & Rogerson, 


Letts Bros, Bartlett's 


April 15 Bertram, 


Hopesoy, Witi1am Sanrorp, Esher, Esq 


‘hester 

MapcGert, Any, William st, Regent’s Park April 2s Yarde & Loader, Raymond bldgs, 
Gray’s inn 

Mercer, Mary Any, York 


April 23 Wilkinson, York 


Mircue.t, Sopuia, Bycullah pk, Enfield April 30 Spiller, Bucklersbury 
Mustz, Frevericx Aveustvs, Leamington, Merchant April20 Milward & Co, Birming- 
m 

Nepuax, Lieutenant General C, Cheltenham Aprilé Ley & Co, Cheltenham 

Neepie, Cuar.es, Croydon, Surrey, Gent May 14 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 

Norman, Atsert, Royal Leamington Spa, Hay Merchant April 30 Chadwick & Son, 
Warwick 

Potrer, Cuartes Gitt, Warner st, New Kent rd, Draper April 22 Watts & Kitching, 
Scarborough 

PriauLx, Osmoxy pk Beauvoir, Candie, Guernsey, Esq April 20 Markby & Co, Cole- 
man st 

topeRTson, James Watker, Sumner place, South Kensington, Esq Wade & 
Lyall, St Helen’s place 

Roserts, W1LLiaM, Stroud, Glos, Esq 


May 1 


May 1 Little & Mills, Stroud 


Ropinsox, Witiiam, Acock’s Green, Yardley, Worcs, Gent April 19 
mingham 

Sawspuvrst, Marcaret, Dowager Baroness, Park rd, Regent’s park April 30 Crawley & 
Co, Whitehall place 


SuernearD, Fraxces, Bridgnorth, Salop April15 Francis & Johnson, Austinfriars 
Sieec, Sanan, Cheltenham Apr 30 Smythe & Brettell, Staple inn 


Suiru, Saran Emaa, Bournemouth Apr 26 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq, and 
Bournemouth 
Sr es Barrow in Furness, Licensed Victualler Apr 15 Townsend, Barrow in 
urness 
Tims, Anruvr James, Oak villas, Lea Bridge rd, Leyton, Wholesale Confectioner Apr 25 
Letts Bros, Bartlett’s bldgs 
Treeruzwy, Wiii1aM, Probus, Cornwall, Gent 


Thomas, Bir- 


Apr 30 Chilcott & Son, Truro 

Srastox, Frepexick Suir, Drayton Hall, West Drayton, Major-General May 1 
& Mills, Stroud, Glos . 

Vittewors, Mania, Belgrave sy April? Arnold & Henry White, Gt Marlborough st 


Wapvisatos, Roverr Tozs, Kilgrim Grange, nr Bedale, Yorks, Farmer April 30 
Edmundson & Gowland, Masham and Ripon 

Wacinous, Josern, Craven st, Strand, Architect April16 Wetherfield & Co, Gresham 
bldgs, (uildhall 

Wann, Jous, Hull, retired Cabinet Maker 


Youss, Micitst 


Little 


April 20 
co Durham Mar 2 


Hearfields & Lambert, Hull 
L, Shincliffe, Harrison & Barker, West Hartlepool 


BANKRUPICY NOT CES. Dessis, Tuomas Baeckos, Monkwearmouth, Fruiterer | Macriynsox, Rovvnt, Midland Coal Offices, Kentish Town, 
ean Gezsie— Pens Ort 4 Sunderland Pet Mar22 Ord Mar 22 | Coal Merchant High Court Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 
EES EIVISG ORDEE - Be Doss, Groner, Brightm, Baker Brighton Pet Mar 23| Mans, Cuanses Koun, Bradford, Commission Merchant 
Asmzz, Jous Wiiian. Leeds, Coal Merchant Lets +, 072 Mar@ i Say Bradford Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 
Pet Mar Zi Ord Mar 21 : - E “Pes Sch ca nn, Geneve Dealer Birmingham | Mawrix, Tuomas, Degitent, Kent, Carman Greenwich 
AmcK fear? C arty nrg’ Ye oe ane ar A Pet Mar 22 O r 22 
ee ee — wneene Seasbesongs P| Gesosss Eoucxp Barrn, Portwood, Stockport, Provision | yr Dower, Joux Aruentr, New Bank, Halifax, Beer house 
Bsusers, Mire. late Little Britain. Wholeule Purrit Dealer Rtock port Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 21 : Keeper Halifax Pet Mar 2g Ord Mar 28 
its (% “a Vek Cd Mas © His , ronan, Byker; Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer New- Monies, Aroenr Witsiam, Bengeworth, Evesham, Butcher 
em PA Ord Mar 


setlec on T yne hus 
, Groner, 


Bewwor, Versezex B, High , Cawsden Town, Pianos H 
Dealer 
Pet Mar 721 


we High Court Pa Mart Ori Mar 71 on tyne 
Bowes, Jous, Pearwbecdbver, Glam, Contectiome P Wy Fhe r B 
yrs 





ar 22 
Felling, Beerhouse Keeper 
Ord Mar 21 

ment Crmmrornen, North Shield«, Grocer 


Ord Mar 22 Worcester Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 28 


Nesvu, Kuen, Hockerill, Bishop's Stortford, Herta, Coal 
Dealer Hertford Pet Marl Ord Mar 19 


Newceustle 


New- 


Pet Mar 19 Ord Mar 14 gpg , 
ee ys castic om Tyne Vet Mar? Ord Mar 2 Pavi, Josern Datsin, late of Lymington, Hampshire, 
Carts, Tumse Baws Vy) nm ge dy 4 Ww th a w alth ata ws Inve, Vragty, Merthyr, Carmarthen, Parmer rétired Naval Instructor It.N, Ligh Court Pet Mar 2 
oa A J Tog + Fa » 5 ‘ hd Mar ~ Carmarthen Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 | Ord Mar 2 
VESTAS, BeOTE, © i ce Sy “ ee, ewer, Jamun, Derby, Grower Derby Vet Mar 21 Ord | Punrecr, Uexny, North Walsham, Norfolk, Wine Mer- 
Lermanialéia ie Crm VA Mar % Ord Mar 71 chant Norwich Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 9 
Cuateces, tenan Garcn, UtAen VAge, Votan, Veer Ui, Neowy Witssan, Devonshire «4, Vishopayate, Auc- | Runs, Gownn, Hafod, Olam, Hoot Maker Pontypridd Pet 
Max Pet , tA Mar & . timer Nigh Court Vet Mar2s Ord Mar 2% Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 
lax Pt Maer 2 Ori Mare 
Commsen, Wisssu Vans. Sorth Cattery, onmnere Janna, Vewurnicn, Norwich, Hot Keeper Norwich Pet | Banonne, Joux, Norton, Oystermouth, Glam, Tailor 
D r Yeni Pt Mah Ort Maro Marii (Ord Mae Zi | SHwannen Pet Mar2i Ord Mar ¢i 
eases, Geren, Dexter’. Camtien, Hore Yealer ( Lazer Le scx, Mile end rd, Ci . } a . 
, L, atin, Lawnuncn, q » Cigat Merchant High | suntv, Thomas Hounur, inethwick, Atatts, Draught 
twigs Ve Bar 2 (et Mar 21 Cnet VA Mar Ord Mar % | man West Bromwich Pot Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 
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SHIMMEN, Azsenw, Hades L357} Suffolk, Shopkeeper Ipswich 
Pet Mar 1 

, PETER Wasun a Northamptonshire, 

ag Manufacturer Northampton Pet Mar 22° Ord 


Mar 22 

SLADDIN, ora Halifax, Hairdresser Halifax Pet Mar 
21 Mar 2 

Spiers, GEORGE, Petersficld, =. * eee Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet Mar 19 Ord M 

SreeL, Joun Horatio, Bristol, “Boot Maker Bristol Pet 


Mar 19 Ord Mar 23 
SrerHENsoN, WILLIAM aarp nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
Pet March 23, Ord Ma 


THomPsoy, = AMUEL, Keighley, Yo Yorks, Chair Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet March 10 Ord March 22 
Tysox, Henry, Ki mn, a Lonsdale, eae, 
Farmer Kendal Pet March 22 Ord March 22 
Waxus, Jonn Srickianp, Fordington, Dorset, , AS 
Dorchester Pet March 23 = March 23 
Wareuaw, Artuur, Leeds, Flour Dealer Leeds Pet 
March 22 Ord March 22 
Warkiys, Ricnarp Roossz, St Helens, Oil Merchant Liver- 
1 Pet March 23 Ord March 23 
on Wituiam Henry, big Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Pet March 21 Ord March 
Wueeock, Juuia, Redcliffe sq "Bouth Kensington, Operatic 
Singer High Court Pet ¢ March 22 Ord March 22 
rade, Fulham, 


Wittrams, Rosert Henry, Queen’s Elm 
Coal March 22 Ord 


Merchant High Court Pet 

March 22 

Wisnaxt, Emma, Limehouse causeway, Sepetet High 
Court Pet March 23 Ord March 2: 

Wixxs, Exnest Joun, Leicester rd, East Finchley, gating 
Upholsterer Barnet Pet March 19 Ord Mare 

Wooster, Witi1AmM Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne. Boo Book- 
keeper Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 23 Ord March 23 

Wnricut, Frepericx, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet March 
21 Ord March 21 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barstoxe, Wituiam Stark, East Lambrook, Kingsbury 
Episcopi, Somerset, Baker April 4 at 2145 Off Ree, 
Salisbur: 


ury 
Beppor, Esexezer E, oe st, Camden Town, Pianoforte 
Dealer April 1 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Bisuor, we} Barry Dock, Glam, Boot Dealer April 8 
at 2 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Brown, 5 ng Landport, Grocer April 13at3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Cairns, yar“ Tuomas, Well st, Mare st, Hackney, Cabinet 
April 4 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 
Lincoln’ s inn 
Cuapwick, Josern (Sep Estate), Aston, Warwickshire, 
Brewer April 4 at11 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Cottins, Epwarp, Mardy, Glam, Butcher April 1 at 3 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Cooper, Joun Bucknatu, Greenwich, formerly Manager of 
. —" April 1 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
ri 
Dag.ixe, — Duxford, Cambs, Horse Dealer April 5 
at12 Off Ree, 5, Petty ‘Cury, Cambridge 
Exxis, Josuva, Waketield, Innkeeper April 1 at 11 Off 
, Bond ter, Waketi jeld 
Furtwaxeu ER, Francis ADOLP u, Neath, Glam, Watchmaker 
April 1 at 11 Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st 
Goosr, Roserr Wuirrick, Norwich, Journeyman Coach- 
builder Apr 2at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Herz, Gustave, Swansea, Lamp Dealer Apr2atll Off 
Rec, 31, Alexander rd, Swansea 
Houusrer, Wiii1amM Henry, and Josern Cuapwick, Perry 
Barr, Staffs, JBrewers Apr4ati1l 25, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 
Houwister, OW LIAM Hewry (Separate Estate), Perry Barr, 
Staffs, Brewer Apr 4 at 11 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingbam 
Hurst, James, Derby, Grocer 
James’s chmbrs, Derby 
Joxes, Wiiiiam, sen, and WitiiaAm Jones, jun, Sutton 
under Brailes, Warwickshire, Farmers April ati12 1, 
St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Laye, Parnick, Batley, Yorks, Restaurant Keeper Apr 1 
at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Marks, Cuartes Koux, Bradford, Commission Merchant 
Apr5atil Off Ree, 31, Manor rd, Bradford 
McDowr.., Joun ALpERt, Halifax, Beerhouse Keeper 
Apr 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Moss, Wittiam Jonnson, "late Saag oe st, Publican 
Apr 4 at 2.80 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st, Lincoln’s 
inn 
Noses, Joun Epwarp, Buckland, Portsea, Builder April 
1Zat3 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 
Norns, Joseru, Glen Nerguis, nr Mold, 
April 4 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 
Onexaur, Witiiam, Carlisle, Watchmaker 
12, Lonsdale st, Carlisle 
Osvounn, James, late of Bournemouth, Doctor of Medicine 
April tati2s0 Of Reo, Salisbur 


Apr 4 at 11 Off Ree, St 


Flints, Gent 
April 4 at 12 


Pirmay Epwarv Dosrer, Liverpool, Provision Dealer 
April 4 at2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
PLoomen, Harry, Weymouth, Provision Merchant April 1 


at 12.15 Antelope Hotel, Dorchester 

Poxren, Eowanv Joun, Briton Forr Glam, Boot Sales- 
man April2atiz ‘Off Reo, 31, Alcxandre rd, Swansea 

yous, Witniam, Wisbech, ¢ ‘amba, Tedlar April 2 at 1.30 

Ott Rec, &, King st, Norwich 

Roprurson, Witusam, Portobello rd, Notting Hill, Boot 
Manufacturer April jut 12 Bankruptey bldgs, Carey 
st, Lincoln's inp 

Row, anos, Winttam Luoyp, Williams Town, Glam, Grocer 
April bat 2 Of Reo, Morthyr Tydfil 

Bitumen, ANpDnEW, Haskoton, Sulfolk, Shopkeeper 
5 at 12 96, Princes st, Tpawich 

Sktnson and Pane, Longton, Statls, Bartuenware Manu- 


April 


Tisavere April 1 at 11 Off Reo, Newoustle under 
ayme 
Siavorx, Joxnen, Malifax, Haindroase: April batih of 


Reo, Townhall chinbrs, Halifax 
Manav Warren, formerly of Lower Richmond rd, 


Barrn, 





pe PR April 6 at 2.30 ei bldgs, Carey st, 


ener” Gronor, Petersfield, Han 
ff Rec, Cambridge 5 sg High ee 


— Lor, CHARLES, West Ferry rd, wall, Export Tank 
Manufacturer raed 7a at 2.30 ea bidgs, 


Carey 
Tompson Raebon Keighley, Yorks, Chair Manufacturer 
pril 7 1 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Tuornton, Micuaz., Maidstone, Baker April 1 at1 Off 
Rec, Week st, Maidstone 
Tiey, Wiiuiam Cuapmayn, jun, Grove, Wickham, Kent, 
Baker April 8 at 9.30 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canter- 


bury 
Tritton, E W, Old Broad st Fae lat2.30 Bankruptcy 
bl Carey st, Lincoln’s 
Warts, Unran, Land Aeon ~. 12at4 Off Ree, 
Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 
Wuee ter, Georce, and Harry Bunce, Chesham, Bucks, 
— Manufacturers April 2at3 1, St ‘Aldate’s, Ox- 
0 
Witiiams, Wiitiam Courtney Pace, livegoed, Goldsmith 
April 7 at 3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Li 
Woops, Tuomas, Leicester, Grocer April 4 at 12 Off Rec, 
34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Worruixetox, Amprose, Lancaster, Plumber April 8 at 3 
Off Rec, 14, Cha; 


Wricut, Frepericx, Derby, Butcher April 4 at 12 Off 
Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 


ADJUDIC ATIONS. 
ABR seam, Israe., Gt Sy st, Gent High Court Pet 


Sept 11,1891 Ord Mar 2: 
Leeds 


AMBLER, , de. WILu14y, Leeds, Coal Merchant 
Pet Mar 21 Ord Mar 21 

Ayprews, Joseru, Gibbon rd, ~ or Stationer High 
Court Pet Feb13 Ord Mar 2 


ArcueEr, Jouy, Scarborough, Re Scarborough Pet 
Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Bautpwicx, Harry, Nottingham, Wholesale Provision 
Dealer Nottingham Pet Mar 19 Ord Mar 19 

Batstone, Wiiwiam Starx, East Lambrook, aw =| 
ge Somerset, Baker Yeovil Pet Mar Ord 

ar 23 

Bowen, Jouy, Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Confectioner Ponty- 
pridd Pet Mar 18 Ord Mar 22 

Carrayeo, Austin, Catherine st, Covent Garden, Commis- 


= Salesman for Fruit High Court Pet Mar 23 Ord 

ar 23 

Cuarsury, Saran Grace, Hebden a , Yorks, Dyer 
Helifex” Pet Mar 28 Ord Mar 2 2 


Coorer, Jonny Bucknatt, pwns Aig hate Manager of 
a Railway Greenwich Pet Feb 19 Ord Mar 22 
Consisn, Wituiam Purirs, North Cadbury, Somerset, 

Mar 22 Ord Mar 23 


Yeovil Pet 
Covu.son, Jukes, Marlboro’ — es Stockbroker High 
Court Pet Feb 13 Ont 


Darton, Arruvr, late Cal = tom ay A King’s Cross, Provi- 
sion Dealer High Court Pet Feb11 Ord Mar 21 
Daruixe, Gores, a. Horse Dealer Cam- 


bridge Pet Mar 22 22 
ham, General Dealer Birmingham 
5 


Evans, Mary, Birmi 
Pet 22 Ord } 2 

Fuiker, GeorGe JAMES, Hi Norris, Berks, Carrier 
Newbury Pet Maril Ord Mar 19 

Fuykenszreiy, Samust, Lanark villas, Maida Vale, yy 
Merchant High Court Pet March 17 Ord March 2 

Goopat., Epuunxp Ratrn, Portwood, Stockport, ni 
Dealer Stockport Pet March 21 Ord oh 21 

Granam, Wituram, Ashley gdns, Westminster High 
Court Pet Jan6 Ord March 21 

Harvey, Groner, Byker. Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 22 =e 

Harvey, Groner, Felling, co Durham, Beerhouse Keeper 
Newcastle on Tyne t March 21 Ord March 21 

Hazetpine, Norton F H, late Victoria rd, High st, Ken- 
sington High Court Pet Dec 12 Ord "March 2 

Hiut, Roserr Curistoruse, North Shields, Grocer New- 
castle on Tyne Pet March 22 Ord March 22 

Howarv, Grorcr Wiuiam Frepericx, Deptford, Kent, 
Hay Dealer Greenwich Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 12 

Hurst, J pat, Derby, Grocer Derby Pet March 21 Oni 
March 21 

Jaaerr, Saunt, Halifax, Worsted Coating Manufacturer 
Halifax Pet March 15 Ord March 16 

Joxrs, Jouy, Bristol, Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet March 
16 Ord March 21 

Joxrs, Wieuiam, sen, and Wiii1am Jones, jun, Sutton 
under Brailes, Warwickshire, Farmers Banbury Pet 
Mareh 11 Ord March 22 

Kuietx, Dora, Bootle, House Furnisher Liverpool Pet 

Feb 11 Ord March 22 

Laz om s, Lawrencr, Mile End ni, Cigar Merchant High 

Jourt Pet March 23 Ord March 25 

Mac rurkson, Ronert, Midland Coal Otic es, Kentish Town, 
Coal Mere High Court Pet March 2 Ond 
March 22 

Marka, Cuantexs Koux, Bradford, Commission Merchant 
Bradford Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

MecDowrn., Joux Atesrr, Halifax, Beerhouse Keeper 
Halifax Pet Mar zs Ord Mar 25 

Mityer, Joux, Heathtield Pr. Willesden gr, Bsq High 
Court Pet Sept 25, 1891) Ord Mar 2 

Mornis, Anaxer Wiiitam, Bengeworth, , vesham, Butcher 

Worester Pet Mar 28) Ord Mar 2s 


Myers, Freorriok, Liverpool, P wrevtny “ane Liverpool 
Pet Mar 4 Onl Mar vt 
Parsons, Hexay, Pensance, Grocer Truro Pet Mar M4 


Ond Mar v1 
Parrrx, Joarru, Bloxwich, Staffs, Grocer Walsall Pet 
Mar 10 Oni Mar 21 





Prrervan, Axtuoxy, Victoria Vile, Kilburn, Photographic | 


Openitor High ‘Court Pet Feb 9 Ord Mar 29 
Penese m Henny, North Walsham, fate. Wine Mer 
orwieh Pot Mar ?l Ont Mar 
Pyav % Snaren Wisbech, Cambs, Yellen "King’s Lynn 
Pet Mar 16 Ond Mar a 
Rens, Goan, Hafod, Glam, Boot Maker Pontypridd Poet 
ar aa Und Mar gy 








— > ey t, Sve A len a Van Builder High 


Pe oe Hoa Giam, Tailor Swan- 
‘ sea , 1 , &.. 21 
HELLEY. OMAS ET, Smethwick, Staffs, Draughtaman 
. West Bromwich Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 22 
HIMMEN, ANDREW, Hackcton, Suffolk, Shopk 
aoe, Wat askin, Setepeertin 
mpsox, Peter Wir11aM, 
Shoe 3 Manufacturer Northampton Pet Mar 22 Ord 
ae 8 we Halifax, Hairdresser Halifax Pet 
Ord Mareh 2i 
STEARN, an Ricuarp, Palmers Green, Baker Edmon- 
ton Pet March 15 Ord March 22 
Srepnenson, Witwiam, Farnley, nr Leeds, Farmer Leeds 
Pet March 23 March 


, Yorks, Chair Manufacturer 
Of me 
ton, late 


an 5 
March 21 
TuorstTon, ine. © + i Baker Maidstone Pet 
March 5 Ord March 
ee or | on. Westmrid, 
rd March 22 
Gun i ta tol a Leeds Pet 
March 22 Ord March 22 


Wetss, Witit1am Hewsey, Truro, Cornwall, Builder Truro 
Pet March 21 Ord March 22 


Tuompsos, SAMvEL, 
Bradf: Pet 


Tuorxe, W Sevesx, 
Licensed Victualler High 


Ty — = Henry Ree 


Wituiams, W, late Great Mar!’ st, Bookmaker 
High Court PetJan19 Ord 

beg Esa, Limehouse causeway, Limehouse, Con- 
fectioner High Court Pet March 23 Ord March 23 


vm ERseEst a Leicester rd, East ee. ed 
Barnet Pet March 19 Ord March 1 
wouna Wiis Tomas, Seiceiie on Tyne, Book 
keeper Newcastle on Tyne Pet March 23 Ord March 


23 
beta mY Freprrick, Derby, Butcher Derby Pet March 
Ord March 21 


The follo amended notice is substituted for that pub- 

. L a a E - ‘ 
acry, Wiiitam Raxpours, Brockley, Kent, House 
“Greenwich. Pet Jan 11. Ord March 18 = 


anegen.] Ricuarp, Dalton in Engineer Ulverston 
ud July 3, 1891 Annul March 18 
London Gazette—Tuespay, Mar. 29. 
REC : 
Hartlepool, Shipbroker 


Sun Mar li Ord Mar 24 
Asser, Danie, Goreset, ey ary rd, Lodging house 
K High Court 


eeper eer ML oy 
Becumans, Natuay, Lambolle a ee ~ 
stead, Diamond Dealer High Court Pet 2 


a 


Apams, ALEXANDER Ayyay, West 
derland Pet 


Mar 24 
Boxp, Hexey Cossnan, Sones, Kent, Li Stable 
Keeper ae See Pet Mar 18 Ori 24 
Boststo, ARUNDEL 1Lu1aM, Bristol, House 
Bristol Pet Mar 26 Ord Mar 26 


Keeper 
Brows, THomas, —- Hull, Shop Assistant 
Kingston upon Hi Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 


Bu = Asprew CHESTER, s rd, 
Pet -y 3 Ord 24 


CaLiow, vow, Towa, Kingsdown, 


c aan Jous Seaeeel. Kingsbridge, Devon, Account- 
. ant et Genoese Pet Mar? Ord Mar 25 
ausrer, Wriuram Henry, = Baker herahiad 
ham Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 3 
Cueyxyetis, Wruutam Janes, Py 
G N Pet Mars Ora pee ss 
Cover, Mosrs Wriu1a™ Sawven, Stedham, Sussex, Timber 
Merchant Pet Mar 2 





D Pr Wi Rt. 4 F Dealer FR 
avis, ANcIS Pet ME > = 
Leominster Pet Mar 25 “a 


Divete, Arravr, 7 Manufacturer Norwich 

Ex J 4 ey rd, Bow, Cheesemonz 

euery, J, iw, € ger, &e Hich 

Court Pet Mar9 Ori Mar35 

FAiRBArEns, by ey Heyry, and Faaxcrs Roser Fare- 
nargys, St Mary axe, Crockery Factors High Court 
Pet Mar™ Ord Mar 3 


Garevrr, Sauvus., Stockten on a Draper Stockton oa 
CT J Ag met Bie Rusby Parmer 
Giuxs, Jony, G ar ry, F Cor 

Pet Mar’ 2 Ord Mar 3 st 
Grex, Wriuia™, Birmingham, Butcher Birmingham Pet 


Mar? Ord Mar 25 

Garexuaven, Joux, Halliwell, ar Bolton, Farmer Bolton 
Pet Mar23 Ord Mar 35 

Haw, Hever, @ a, Gent Roch Pet Mar 3 





: Ord — Bw = 
Haspaci, Wnaian Moaxrmas, Northampton, Shoe Mane- 
facturer Ni Pet Mar Ord Mar 4 


Heap, Grornes Skanta, Bast € i, Susex, Banker 
Tunbridge Wells Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar 24 

Jarvis, Tuomas Whrusax, 0 Wholemle Canfee- 
Durham Pet Mar’4 Ord Mar 


thoner 
Jous, Writs, Perdals, - yeep Petr. 
J Be = sy. Notes Hil, Witew High 
ONES, BA i niow 
J mag ~~ - 3 Ord hs eta Spinster High 
ones, Lasra, Lead wt 
© Tout Fea Eee il Ged Mar se 
Laparooks, J Ames, = Hautbeis, Norfalk, Fare 
if Norwich Pet Mar 3s a 
levron, Liceasel 
Rast Stanehous he Mar 3s Ord Mar 3 
Provision Dealer Liverpool 
Poa i ~ Janna, am, Mwaater Parte 


Mar Ont u 
Purana, Joamea, Oandif, Oatter Candi? Pe Mar & 


» 
Pivpen, Warren, Leeds, Qrocer Leeds Pet Mar Ord 
Powe, James Sour, Stas Greer Dadky 
Net Mar 2 ua 


Lasren, @ 
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Bristol Pet 


Wholesale Grocer 


r 25 
Ricuarpsox, James, Stony Stratford, Bucks, Veterinary 
Northampton Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 
Ricne, Freverick Aveustvs, Athol terr, Merton rd, South 
Pet 


Reap, Georce, Bristol, 
Mar 25 


Wimbledon High Court Pet Oct7 Pet Mar 23 
Rowe, Saran, Bradninch, Devon, Butcher Exeter 
rd Mar 24 

Sapier, Davip MILLERSHIP, 
Staffs, Fire Brick Manufacturer 
23 Ord Mar 23 

SHaxyax, Witiiam, Keswick, Fishmonger 
and Workington Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 2 

Snorer, Richarp Epwarp, Eleanor terr, He 4m Butcher 
Brentford Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Suirn, Amprosz, York, Draper York Pet Mar 23 


The Thorns, nr Stourbridge, 
Stourbridge Pet Mar 


. ‘ockermouth 


Ord 


Surru, Jacos, Preston, Y me Miller Kingston upon Hull 
Pet Mar 25 


Mar 2 

Sartx, Joseru, ceo. Oxon, Butcher Aylesbury Pet 
Mar Ord Mar 2 

Sworn, Water, os Plumber Blackburn Pet Mar 
15 Ord Mar 25 

Sorneray, Tuomas Baxten, Leeds, Innkeeper Leeds Pet 
Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

SrrousserG, Ferprxanp, Cockspur st, Government Con- 


tractor High Court Pet Nov28 Ord Jan7 
Srvart, appa Sale, Cheshire, Ironmonger Manchester 
Ord 25 Mar 25 
TATTERSALL, any Wardle, nr Rochdale, 
facturer Oldham Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 25 
Tuorre, Frepericx, Neville rd, 
Court Pet Mar24 Ord Mar 24 
Watrox, Hexrietta, Huddersfield, Mantle 
d Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 
Wirsox, Tuomas, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manager of Stick 
Manuf. 


Woollen 


Dealer 


actory Salford Pet Mar2i Ord Mar 24 
ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 

Hor.ayp, H., Green lanes, Stoke Newington, Gent High 
Court Rec Ord Sept 18,1891 Adjud Oct 5 Rese and 
Annul March 25 

FIRST MEETING 

Baker, James, Boston, Butcher Apr7 at 12.15 Off Re: 
48, High st, Boston 

Batpwicx, Harry, Nottingham, Wholesale Provision 
Dealer Apr6éati2 Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, 
Nottingham 

Bayxs, inex, Eastbourne, Butcher Apr5at 12.45 Coles 
& Carr, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Bazsetr, Myer, late Little Britain, Wholesale Furrier, 


Aprsatil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Baxter, Bearsaice Anita, Oldswinford, 

Worcs, Corn Merchant Apr 6 at 12 

bridge 
Becumayxx, NaTHas, 


Stourbridge, 


Lambo lle rd, Belsize pk, Hampstead 


Diamond Dealer Apr 11 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

st 
Braxemore, Hven Hesnxy, Birmingham, Manufacturing 
Jeweller Apr 7 at 2.5) 25, Colmore row, Birming- 
Brexb Aspeew Cuestren, King’s rd, Chelsea, Grocer Apr 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
t, Brandon rd, Wood st, Waltham- 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldg 


11 at 12 
Carer, Tooxas Hewrer 
stow, Builder Apr 
Carey «t 
Catraseo, Avs 
sion Salesman for Fruit 
bldgs, Carey st 


S 


stis, Catherine st, Covent garden, Commis- 
April 8 at 12 Bankruptcy 

















Cuatsces, Saran Grace, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Dyer 
April 6 at 3.5) Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 
Cozxsisa, Wun Pa North Cadbury, Somerset 
April 6 at Off Rec, Salisbury 
Sule’ Buanse E » Monkwearmouth, Fruiterer 

April 5atiw 25, Ic ron st, Sunderland 
Gresox, Hexzy, Birmingham, Barman April Sat 2.30 2, 
Co e row, Birmingham 
Gipsos, Tuomas, Bowbank, nr aii kleton, Yorks, Farmer 
5at3 Off Rec, > Middlesby rough 
Goovatit, Evucyp Rawr rt tockport, Provision 
Dealer April 6 at lin Off Ree, County chmbrs, 
Market place, Stockport 
Geersuatou, Joux, Halliwell, nr Bolton, Farmer April 
at3 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Hatt, Hzser, Gravesend, Gent April 11 at 11.0 Off 
, Rochester 
Haxxz, “"Tnomss, Bath, Pork Butcher April 13 iz Of 
, Bank chinbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Hirww, Joux, Margate, Lodging house Keeper April 8 





ati0 Off Rec, 5, Castle st, Canterbury 
Hagaixeros, Heos Micuar ” Middlesborou; gh, Provision 
Dealer April 6 at % Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middles- 
borough 
Hast, EB J, Unionist Club, Pall Mall, Club Proprieton 
5at2 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Hazver, Geoxor, Felling, co Durham, Beerhouse Keeper 
April 6 at 11 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Havwoov, Avrezv, Lombard court, Financial Ageut Apri 
Sati! Bankruptcy bidex, Carey «t 

Hewewsrw, Wissau, Guidebridge, nr Manchester, Pain 





Manufacturer April 6 at Ogden’s chmbr«, Bridz 
m, ter 

His, Koweer Cur hennery row, Northb 
Grosz April 6 at 122 yy Of % a, Pink lane, New 
on Tyne 

Hotore, Wiitsan, Tollesbury, Hasex, Dredg Apri 
6at1 Shirehal!, Chelrasford 

Hoceroxs, Joux, Darlington, Baker Apriléats Off ly 
4, Albert rd, Middlesboruuczh 

Proprietor April 6 at 12 


Heurnurrs, Joux, Brighton, Fl; 
Off Vee, 4. Pavilion bldge, Brighton 


Hicst, Joux Hexnr, Stourbridge, Wores, late Innkeeper 
April 60t12.05 Beli Hot tourbridge 
Inea, Hesar Wissssu, Devonshire «4, Bishopagat: Aw 
April 6 at220 Wankruptcy Widgs, Carey ot 
Jaweus. Jones Hox ‘40M, peer Fender Manufactare: 
AprhSatit Off Ke 
Jonsurs, Asan, & HAlew. Gr wer April iz it |} 


@, Vitoria A, Liverpod' 


Kilburn, Carman High 


Hud- | 


Bell Hotel, Stour- | 








Lampert, Witt14m 8, Stockton on Tees, Auctioneer April 
6at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Macuiy, Freperick James, Birmingham, Iron Plate 
Worker AprSatil 25, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Masox, Joun, Quarry Bank, nr Brierley Hill, Staffs, “Brewer 
Apr 6 at 12.30 Bell Hotel, Stourbridge 

Morris, ALbert Wiiuram, Bengeworth, Evesham, Butcher 
Apr7 at 10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Ox ey, Joun, Eastbourne, Greengrocer 
& Carr, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 

Parsons, Henry, Penzance, Grocer 
Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Pact. Josepu Datuiy, late 
Naval Instructor 
Carey st 

Price, Joun CottepGe, Rugby, Licensed Victualler 
at12 Off Rec, Coventry 

R = ock, Harry, Newcastle on Tyne, Ship Surveyor Apr 


Apr 5at12 Coles 


Apr7 at 11.30 Off 
retired 


of Lymington, Hants, 
bldgs, 


Apr 7 at 1 Bankruptcy 


Apr 5 


at 12 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Ricne, Freperick Avev STUS, late Athol terr, Merton rd, 
South Wimbledon Apr 7 at it Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 


Ripvet, Joun, St Helens, Contractor Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Roorer, Hexyry Grioster Boyroy, Sutherland pl. Eccleston 
sq, Gentleman Apr 8 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 
tower, Saran, Bradoinch, Devon, Butcher Apr7ati11 Off 


Apr 12 at2 


Rec, 12, Bedford cir, Exeter 

Rerry, Jouy C, Bloemfontein rd, Shepherd’s Bush April 
Zat11 Bke y bldgs, Carey st 

Scrpamore, Joseru, Bedminster, Bristol, Grocer April 


13 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


Secatia, Apo.res, Great St Helen’s, Commission Merchant 
April 8 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Smirn, aang ose, York, Draper April 6 at 12.30 Off Rec, 
York 

Srearx, WittiaM Ricnarp, Palmer’s green, Baker April 
5 ati2 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Sreen, Joun Horatio, Bristol, Boot Maker April 13 at 1 





Of Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Srirwett, Wiittiam Artraver, Bolton rd, Chiswick, late 
Brewer’s Manager April 5 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple | 
| 


chmbrs, Temple "oe 
rT, AnprEw, Sale, Cheshire, Lronmonger 

n’s chrabrs, Br 3 ge st, Manchester 

Jouws, Queen Ann’s st, MD, MRCP, 





April 5 at 3 
MRCS, Phy- 


sician April 11 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Taomrsox, James, Blackburn, Draper April 13 at 1 | 
yurt house, Blackburn 


County C 
Re 1AM, the younger, and Epuunp Tuomas MILLER 
3ES Union st, Southwark, Helmet Manufacturers 
AT vil i at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Watts, Joun Srickianp, Fordington, Dorset, Dairyman 
Ap wil6at1 Off Ree, Salisbury 
Watroxs. Hesnietta, Huddersfield, Mantle Dealer April 
ja Haigh & Son, solicitors, 55, New st, Hudders- 
field | 
W os, Perer Beamiey, Nottingham, Commission Agent 
> at ‘i Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Not- 





Wi turaM Hesry, Truro, Cornwall, Builder April 7 














at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Wi yx, Groner, and Joun Henny Jewxninson, Great 
Grimsby, Plumbers April 6 at 2. Off Rec, 15, Osborne 
st, Great Grimsby 

Woost: Witiiam Tuomas, Neweastle on Tyne, Book 
keeper April 6 at11 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle 
on Tyne 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
As MA Epwarp, Saltmead, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff 
, 5 Ord Mar 24 

Bre Kingston upon Hull, Shop Assistant 
Kingst on upon - Hull Pet Mar 23 Ord Mar 23 

Bauxton, James, Nelson, Lancs, Potato Merchant Burnley 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Mat 26 

Catiow, Taomas, Kingsdown, Bristol, Baker Bristol Pet 
Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

iE evis, Witiisas James, Passenham, Northampton- 

shire, Grazier Northampton Pet Ma~7 Ord Mar 26 

Conus, Herruass. London wall, Commission Merchant 
High Court Pet Mar1 Ord Mar 26 

Davis, Feaxcis Wuharrr, Presteigne, Radnor, Dealer in 
Fish Leominster Pet Mar25 Ord Ma 

Dessis, THomas Barcxox, Monkwearmout i Pruiterer 
Sunderland Pet Mar 22 Ord Mar 23 

Dexsy, Sir Roverr Artuve, Southsea, Baronet Ports- 
mouth Pet Oct 2t Ord Mar 21 

Doxxe, Geonece, Brighton, Baker Brighton Pet Mar 23 
Ord Mar 4 

Fareearnys, WitetamM Hesny, and Fran Rovner Fain- 


St Mary axe, Crockery Factors High Court 


Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 24 


F . Cras Frepenick, Mason’s avenue, Auctioneer 
High ¢ vart Pet Sept 10 Ord Mar 21 

Garsurr. Sam » Stockton on Tees, Draper Stockton on 
Tees Vet Mar23 Ord Mar 23 

Greeesnaconu, Jou», Halliwell, nr Bolton, Farmer Bolton 
Pet Ma 4 Ord Mar 25 

Haut, Hex Gravesend, Gent Rochester Pet Mar 25 
Ord Mar 2 

Haaners., Wi su Montinen, Northampton, Shoe Manu- 
fact r thampton Vet Mar24 Ord Mar 21 

Hows sav, Jous, High Holborn, Music Hall Pro- 
priet« High Court Pet Dee 2s Ord Mar 25 

Ho vp, dons, Wotton under Edge, Glos Gloucester 
Pet Feb 29 Ord Mar 24 

Jan Tuomas Witusan, Durham, Wholesale Confectioner 
Durham Pet Mar2i Ord Mar 24 

Jous, Wissam, Ferndale, Glam, Grocer’s Axsistant Ponty- 
pridd Vet Mar%i Ord Marz 

Lavenoons, Janus, Little Hauthois, Norfolk, Farm Bailiff 
Norwich Vet Mar2 Ord Mar 26 

I s, Jon Twyford, Berks, Wholesale Tobacconiat 
Reading Vet Feb Ord Mar h 25 

Nett Joux Witsiam, Marsh, Tem Woollen 
Merchant Hudderstield Pet March Ord March 21 


| ELDRIDGE, will OFFER for SALE, 
| TION, 
T: 


Pixper, Water, Leeds, Grocer Saslie 
Ord March 23 

Powe, James Soutua.t, Tipton, Staffs, Grocer 
Pet March 25 Ord March 25 

Ricnarpson, James, Stony Stratford, Bucks, Veterinary 
Surgeon Northampton Pet March 25 Ord March 95 

Rowr, Saran, Bradninch, Devon, Butcher Exeter Pet 
March 24 Ord March 24 

Scupamors, Josepnu, Bedminster, 
Pet March 2 Ord March 

SHannan. Witiiam, Keswick, Fishmonger Cockermouth 
and Workington Pet March 24 Ord March 24 

Surru, Amprose, York, Draper York Pet Mar 23 :Ord 

Kingston upon Hull 


Pet March 98 
Dudley 


Bristol, Grocer Bristol] 





Mar 23 
Sarru, Jacos, Preston, sei, Miller 
Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 2 
SMiru, Tent, Sasteombe, 
Pet Mar 24 Ord Mar 26 


Oxon, Butcher 


Aylesbury 


Spiers, GrorGe, Petersfield, Hants, Cattle Dealer Ports- 
mouth Pet Maris Ord Mar 22 
Sreet, Joux Horario, Bristol, Boot Maker Bristol Pet 


Mari9 Ord Mar 24 

Srvartr, Anprew, Sale, Cheshire, Ironmonger 
Pet Mar 25 Ord Mar 25 

TATTERSALL, AusBert, Wardle, nr Rochdale, Woollen 
Manufacturer Oldham Pet Mar25 Ord Mar 25 

Wuirwe tz, Artuur Epwarp, Bramley, nr Leeds, Market 
Gardener Leeds Pet Feb17 Ord Mar 26 

Wituiams. Roperr Henry, one s Elm parade, Fulham, 
Coal Merchant High Court Pet Mar 22 .Ord Mar 26 

Witson, THomas, Chorlton cum Herds, Lancs, Manager 
of Stick Manufactory Salford Pet Mar 24 Ord 
Mar 24 

Woon, Racuet, Prestatyn, nr Rhyl, 
gor Pet Feb 20 Ord Mar 26 


Manchester 


Flints, Widow Ban- 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 





April 5.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripgr- 
WATER, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 0’clock, Freehold Ground- 
rent (see advertisement, March 19, p. 355). 

April 5.—Messrs. Exuis & Son, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, Freehold Residential and tea house Properties 


see advertisement, March 19, p. 
April 5.—Messrs. Geo. Gou. DSMITH, 
Mart, E.C., at 2 o'clock, F 


Sox, & Co., at the 

reehold Ground-rents (see 
advertisement, March 19, p. 355). 

April 6.—Messrs. Epwixs Fox & Bousrievp, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Shop Properties (see advertisement, 
March 26. p. 4). 

April 7,—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievn, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Reversions, Leasehold Tithe Rent- 
Charge, and Debenture Bonds (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 387). 

April 8.—Messrs. Cuartes & Tunsss, at the Mart, E.C., 
Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, this week, p. 


386). 








To Trustees. Ground-Rent Buyers, Fundholders, and others. 
\ ESSRS. CHARLES & TUBBS, in con- 
A junction with Messrs. BE “~ BURNETT, & 
by PUBLIC AUC- 
MART, on FR IDAY, APRIL 8 


at the City, 


| NEX 


| the substantial business premises, known 


anbum, secured upon 
us No, 21, Moor- 
of the estimated rack rental value of £700 per 


Fre ehok id Ground-Rent, of £340 per 


lane, E C.; 
annum. 
Freehold Ground-Rent, of £200 per 
upon the adjoining property, known as No. 
E.C.; of the estimated rack rental value 
annum. 
Particulars, with conditions of sale, may b« obtained at 
the Mart ; of Messrs. ( thapple, Welch, & ¢ happle , Solicitors, 
5, Carter-lane, Doctor’s-commons, E.C essrs. Bird & 
E Idridge, Solicitors, 10, Great Jame s-street, Bedtord-row ; 
of Messrs. Bean, Burnett, & Eldridge, 14, Nicholas-lane, 
E.C.; and of Mesars. Charles & Tubbs, 1, Gresham-st., E.C. 
SALE DAYS FOR THE YEAR 1892. 
\ ESSRS. FAREBROTHER, ELLIS, 
A CLARK, & CO. beg to announce that the following 
days have been fixed for their SALES during the year 1892, 
o be held at the Auction Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, near the 
Bank of England, E.¢ 


annum, secured 
23, Moor-lane, 
of £4100 per 


Wed, April 6 i, hurs, June 23 | Thurs, Sept 8 
Wed, April 13 Thurs, July 7 Thurs, Sept 22 
Wed, April 20 | Wed, July 13 | Thurs, Oct 6 
Thurs, May 12 | Thurs, July 21 | Thurs, Oct 13 

| Wed, May 18 | ‘Thurs, July 28 Thurs, Oct 20 
Thurs, May 26 | Thurs, Aug 4 Thurs, Nov 10 
Thurs, June 9 Thurs, Aug 11 Thurs, Nov 17 

| Wed, June 15 Thurs, Aug 18 Thurs, Dee 8 

Other appointments for immediate Sales will also be 


| arranged, 


Pussies, Joux Jamun, Voutypridd, Glam, Sane Ponty- | 
pridd Pet March Zt Orl March 21 
Vs lovent a, Cardiff, Cutter Cardiff Vet Marci 25 


i March 2 





Clark, & 


” 


Messrs. Farebrether, Ellis, publish in the 
advertisement columns of ** The Times’’ every Saturday a 
comple te list of their forthcoming sales by auc a. They 
also issue from time to time schedules of properties to be let 
or sold, comprising landed and residential estates, farms, 
freehold and leasehold houses, City offices and warehouses, 
ground-rents, and investments generally, which will be 
forwarded free of charge on aPfplication.—No. 20, Fleet- 
street, Temple-bar, and 18, Old Broad-street, E.C, : 


Preliminary notice By Order of the Trustees‘of the late 
Mrs. Sophia Dagnall.—Tv ‘Trustees and Investors. 
Frechold Ground-rents, amounting to about £300 per 
annum, arising out of and most amply + secured upon 46 
capital dwelling-houses and shops, and «a public ~house, at 


Hammersmith, known as Nos. 1 to 19 (odd), 2 to 26 
(even,, and Nos. 34, 36, and 3s, Southerton-road, Nos. 1 
to 5 and 15 to 17 (both inclusive), Kilmarsh-road ; Nos. 1 
to 5, (Henthorne-road, 2 and 24, Overstone-road, 12, 14, 


and 16, Iffley-road, and the fully-licensed premises, the 
Dartmouth Castle, situated at the corner of the Overstone 
and Glenthorne roads, together with the reversions in 7% 
years to the rack-rentals, estimated at about £2,000 pet 

ynom alee Mix Freehold Cottages, at Chase Side, 
Hafield, let on repairiog leases ut rente amounting to £56 
per annum. 








